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THE JACKSONVILLE COUNCIL ON CITIZEN INVOLVEMENT
PUBLIC EDUCATION STUDY COMMITTEE
TASK FORCE ON LEARNING (KINDERGARTEN - GRADE 6)
INTRODUCTION:
The Board of Directors of the Jacksonville Council on Citizen
Involvement selected Public Education as one of its major study
areas for 1976-1977.
The Public Education Study Committee
divided its work into three Task Forces:
a Task Force on the
Funding of Public Education; a Task Force on Learning (Kindergarten- Grade Six); and a Task Force on the Federal Court Order.
The
the
was
Jim

Board established a Management Team to guide the work of
three (3) task forces, chaired by Robert Schellenberg.
He
assisted by Mary Lou Short, Clanzel Brown, Genie Cooke, and
Rinaman.

During the summer of 1976 the Management Team of the Public
Education Study Committee explored the scope of work which each
Task Force would address.
The charge of the Management Team to
the Task Force on Learning (Kindergarten - Grade 6) was:
1.

What are the criteria for judging the process
of education in Duval County?

i.

What are the criteria for judging the values or
worth of education in Duval County?

3.

How can we improve learning in Duval County's
schools?
(Kindergarten- Grade 6) .

TASK FORCE MEMBERSHIP:
This task force report was developed by citizens of Duval County
who were interested in supporting public education.
There were
no public school administrators, principals or teachers on the
task force.
However, the~e were some professional educators on
the task force.
The basic goals of this citizens' task force were to look at the
learning and teaching in the schools in Duval County and make
some conclusions and recommendations regarding standards and
accountability related to learning and teaching.
The Task Force on Learning (K-6) developed its conclusions and
formulated its recommendations based on what it learned from the
Resource Persons who testified at its fact-finding sessions.
The
data from Resource Persons was supported by staff research.
A total of ten (10) members actively participated in the work of
the Learning (K-6) task force.
Seven of the ten task force
participants were members of JCCI.
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The Co-Chairpersons of the Task Force on Learning (K-6) were
Clanzel Brown and Harry Reagan.
The other task force members
were:
Dr. Ezekiel Bryant
Dr. Emmet Ferguson
Sallie Garlington
Ike James

Bruce Manning
Joseph F. Mikulas
Helen Hoekenga
Anne Ross

The Task Force on Learning was staffed by Andy Parker and assisted
by Ida Cobb, Karol Harden, Vicki Vega and Brenda Ross.
TASK FORCE ORGANIZATION:
The Learning (K-6) Task Force met for the first time on October 6,
1976.
The Task Force held nine (9) fact-finding sessions between
October 13, 1976 and January 24, 1977.
During February and March, 1977 the Task Force developed conclusions
and recommendations based on its fact-finding:
Resource Persons:
Dr. Charles Cline, Assistant Superintendent for Curriculum,
Duval County Schools
Dr. William Staats, Assistant Superintendent for Program and
Pupil Evaluation, Duval County Schools
Dr. Royal Van Horn, University of North Florida, Dept. of
Secondary and Elementary Education
Dr. Howard Winesett, Supervisor, Program and Pupil Evaluation
Division, Duval County Schools
Dan Cook, Executive Director, Daniel Memorial Residential
Treatment Center
Darrell Shields, Consultant, Southern Association of Colleges
and Schools
Nancy Gray, Representative, Duval Teachers United
Nancy Harrison, Teacher, Susie Tolbert 6th Grade Center
Laurie Murray, Teacher, Paxon Junior High
Eddie Jones, Teacher, Sandalwood High
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FINDINGS
Accreditation~

The Southern Association of Colleges and Schools is a regional accrediting
organization whose approval implies a higher sense of worth and value to a
school's educational processes and products.
Accreditation by the Southern Association of Colleges and Schools for Duval
County Elmentary and Junior High Schools has never sought prior to
Septem~er 1976o
In September 1976~ the School Board acting on the recommendation of the
school administration announced a goal of having every Elementary and Junior
High School accredited by the Southern Association within the next three
years.
Kindergarten~

The National Perspective of Kindergarten programs has been shaped by over a
decade of Federal Categorical Program interventions. The scope and level of
the Federal commitment has been mercurial at best. During the 1960's Great
Society Programs, the Federal intervention into kindergarten programs took a
dual thrust:
1.

The Department of Health, Education, and Welfare initiated
kindergarten programs through Legislative mandate in the
Office of Education's office of Child Development (OCD).
The kindergarten programs funded through the OCD were related to either a Full Year or Part Year Head Start Program
or a Parent and Child Centero

2o

The 1967 Social Secruity Act amendments established Title
IV which provided a legislative mandate for day care for
low income families. This included kindergarten where
there was no maintenance of effort (duplication). Title
IV was rewritten as Title XX in the 1974 Social Security
Act Amendments. This did not change the level of funding
commitments of the Federal Government.
Therefore, the Federal Government has had no specific
national policy on kindergarten. The Federal legislation
which funds kindergarten does so as an ancillary program to
another entitlement. There is no large amount of Federal
monies available for funding kindergarten presently.

The State of Florida's policy regarding kindergarten is appealed in law
(Chapter 228.051) which states:
"The public schools of the state shall provide thirteen
consecutive years of instruction, beginning with kindergarten •••• "

-4"Kindergarten - Kindergarten classes, comprising children
[of the properage (age 5 years before January 1)] • •o
shall be established by the School Board, provided sufficient children of these ages are available to make
possible an organization of at least 20 such children in
any school. Such classes shall be implemented on a
statewide basJs in annual increments so that all children
~hall be served by the 1973-74 school year."
The State of Florida has not made appropriations to finance facilities for
Kindergarten and many schools cannot provide the proper enviror~ent for a
kindergarten program in their present facilities.
The Duval County School District policy regarding kindergarten is identical
with the State policy. However, both the State and local policies are not
practiced in that all children are not served by public school kindergarten.
Many children never enter a public kindergarten in the Duval County School
District. A child is placed on a waiting list until there is a vacancy in
one of the established classes. Recently the classes have been filled
after the first graders are tested by children who are removed from a first
grade program and placed back into a kindergarten program.
Over 7,241 children attend Duval County School District Kindergarten. However, there are over 9,250 students who are eligible. Private and other
public kindergartens (Title XX) serve some of the 2,250 students who do not
attend ~ public school kindergarten. 193 kindergarten students are served
by Title XX Day Care Centers in Duval County. Full Year Head Start serves
only five (5) student~who are eligible for public school kindergarten.
Testing:
the Task Force on Learning (K-6) found that there are three basic kinds of
tests:
1.
2.
3~

Comparative tests
Evaluative tests
Diagnostic tests

First:
Comparative tests can tell us how well our school or our school
district is doing in relation to other schools or school districts. They
can rank a student against an average or norm.
Second:
Evaluative tests can be used at the end of a course or school year
to provide a method for a student to demonstrate competency or skill attainment.
Third:
Diagnostic tests are used to help place a student in the program or
course of study that is best for him or her. They can help a teacher identify
a student's strengths and weaknesses in order to focus his/her teaching
efforts.

-5The Ouval County School District provides many tests on a district wide
Lasis.
In addition to these district wide tests (which may be given to
all students or to particular grades district wide), many tests are given
for a particular course: and of course, every teacher tests her students
periodically.
The district wide tests used in the Duval County School District are:
(a)

the Stanford Achievement Test (SAT) which is given
to all regular students in every grade each year;

(b)

the Cognitive Ability Test for 4th and 6th graders;

(c)

the Drug Survey which is given to ten percent of all
students in grades 6 - 12;

(d)

the Ohio Vocational Interest Survey which is given
to 9th graders in those schools which.choose to use
the test;

(e)

the Florida State Assessment Test given to all 3rd
and 5th g raders in 1976-77 but will be given to Jrd,
5th, 8th, and 11th graders beginning in 1977-78;

(f)

the Statewide 8th Grade Test (will be discontinued
next year);

(g)

the Computational Skills Test given first to 9th
graders ~nd to all lOth - 12th graders who failed it
or who missed it i n the 9th grade. A student must
pass it t. e fore gra d u .. tion;

(h)

the Stanford Early School Achievement Test given to
all kindergarten students (beginning in September 1977);

(i)

the Functional Literacy Test which is required before
graduation;

(j)

the essential Skills Test given to all students
Kindergarten - Grade 6; and

(k)

the Minimum Level Skills Test given to all students
in grades 7
12.

The district wide tests used in the Duval County School District might be.
in conflict with the State of Florida's educational testing program begi~
ning in 1977-78 because the State is developing similar tests to those
already in use in Duval County.
The Task Force on Learning (K-6) could not find a clear policy regarding
testing in the Duval County School District.
The Task Force on Learning (K-6, analyzed the use of the Stanford Achievement Test (SAT) in the Duval County School District and ,found that:

-6(a)

the Uuval County School District is using the Stanford
Achievement Test (SAT) without considering its relationship to the evolving curriculum in the School District.
Curricul1un development should precede the development or
purchase of tests so that one can choose tests which
are well related to the curriculum. Many ilems on the
SAT are not in the curriculum.

(b)

The Stanford Achievement Test (SAT) is derived from
s'hool districts which are generally not from the Southeastern United States, are small (4,000 - 8,000 pupils),
have only 16% minority pupil populations, are non-urban
school districts. The SAT also includes data trom
private schools. Duval County, on the other hand, is a
lurge, urban, Southeastern U. S. school distri<·L with
111,000 public school pupils which are 32% minority.

(c)

In order to improve Stanford Achievement Test (SAT) in
the Duval County School District teachers (and other
professionals) have been asked to prepare and teach
curriculum objectives based on the SAT. This has led
to comments by teachers and principals regarding "teaching to the test" iu order to raise SAT scores.

Curriculum:
Resource pers ons reported that there is apparently no well defined curriculum
for the Uuval County School Uistrict. Teachers do not know what the student
learned during the previous year nor what the student will be taught during
the following year (as a general rule).
P:irents are usually not involved in curriculum development or curriculum
interpretation.
only consciously established continuity in learning in the school district
is that continuity created by standardized textbooks and standardized tests.

Th~

Teacher Evaluation:
present process of teacher evaluation in the County is described in
documents that create a set of circumstances making significant
evaluation a difficult process.
Th~

len~thy

School Board members and principals have stated that a number of teachers
who are not competent to teach are teaching in the Duval School District.
Although a few teachers have been persuaded to resign, only one teacher
in recent history has been involuntarily terminated for incompetency.
Resource persons indicated that principals have given favorable"ratings to
incompetent teachers in order to allow for these teachers to transfer to
another school.
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Adults in the Classroom:
The number of adults in the classroom is o11e oi tlw most significant
factors in the learning environment (See Attachment A).
Volunteers and paid teacher aides are viable alteriiHtives for increasing
the number of teachers in the classroom. To be cffec::.ive, they must be
recr~ited and trained; and used by teachers who are also trained in the
classroom learning process.
Cl .1ss

Size:

Class size is a significant factor in the quality of learning in a classroom. There are critical "breakpoints" (below 5, 16, and 25 students)
which provide a significant improvement in the qua 1 ity of learning. (St•e
Attachment A).
For example, consider a classroom whose size is .twenty-seven (27) students.
A critical breakpoint would occur if the size could be reduced below
twenty-five (25) students; however, it would not significantly improve the
quality of learning if class size was only reduced only to twenty-six (26).
The cost for reducing class size by one (1) student in the Duval County
School Uistrict is over $1.8 Hi llion.
Morale in the School District:
Hesource persons reported as a consistent thl•mc that low morale of school
personnei is a concern in the school system.
Reports are that teachers and other employees in the school system feel
that the approaches and attitudes of the Duval County School Board and
Administration have created an environment which is detrimental or at
least proscriptive to their integrity and function.
Hasic Education:
The "back to the basics" movement of the Duv<• l County School Board and
Administration (e.g. the return to teaching the basic skills of reading,
writing and computation) has been sparked by a number of developments
i~cludlng:

decline in standardized test scores
demand from the public for more educational accountability
Social Promotion:
The •: urrent policy of the School Board is for no social promotion. "No
social pn ,;,otion" is an effecLive policy when coupled with adequate special
programs to assist students who are not promoted.
Pa n•nta 1 I nvo 1vement:
Parental involvement is one of the most significant factors in the educational process ·of a claild, a school, and a school district.

-8aCur>iculum:
Clarification of curriculum should be of pri m;n·y c oncern to educators and
pan•nts. A curriculum must IH• cst<ibl isla e d :.llld de f i n ed so that we can "te;adl
to the curriculum".
If the SAT objectives arc to b t:: t h e curriculum in J)uv.d
County then teaching to SAT seems logical.
llo.,.;ever, the Uuval County School
Board needs to address the policy que!>tions regarding:
curriculum design and development
usc of tests
relationship of curriculum to tests
Curriculum development is not presently based 011 standards and goals which
an· defined and developed with involvement of the community.
Basic Education:
The quulity of education at the level of b;;:.ic ·s'kills is an appropriate and
proper concern for school policy makers. There should also be a concern for
"education Leyond t.he basics".
Social Promotion:
Rett•ntion of a stoJent at the same grade level (no social promotion) is an
educational 5tratcgy that can work when the r~tained student is given special
attention with adequ.1te special programs and u.ere is parental and teacher
support.
Parental Involvement:
The effort toward parental involvement in the schools should be strengthened
with o~dditional policy support I rom the Cn1val County Sr.:lwol Board and
with additional aJudnistr.ative support 1rom school administrators.
Singlt• Grade Scltouls:

!liuglt• grade scbools impede <: urriculum continuity, dis c ourage ad e quate
part•ntal involvl·mcut, and are uot cduc;ationally sound.

-9RECOMMENDATIONS
•

The Task Force on Learning (K-6) recommends that the Duval
County School District continue to work toward Southern
Association of Colleges and Schools (SACS) accreditation
of all Duval County's elementary and junior high schools by
January 1980, even though there will be additional costs
because many schools will need significant improvements in
both educational processes and facilities before they can
qualify for accreditation.
Further, the Task Force on
Learning (K-6) recommends that th~ Du v•l County School Board
report annually to the c6mmunity 6n the progress 6f accr~diting
our elem~ntarf ~rid Jrinior High Sch6ols.
The Task Force on Learning (K-6) recommends that the Duval
County School District make clear distinctions between schools
which are affiliated with the Southern Association of Colleges
and Schools (SACS) and those accredited by SACS.
Affiliation
means nothing more than making an application with an intention
toward accreditation.
Accreditation means that a school meets
basic standards of SACS.
The Task Force on Learning (K-6) recommends that the State of
Florida make kindergarten a mandatory requirement and a pre-requisite for first grade.
The Task Force on Learning (K-6) recommends that the Duval
County School Board immediately recruit and enroll all eligible
children in kindergarten beginning in the 1977-78 School Year.
The Task Force on Learning (K-6) recommends that the Duval
County School Board develop a policy regarding district wide
tests after a comprehensive review of which tests are needed
to improve the quality of education in the school district.
The Task Force on Learning (K-6) recommends that the Duval County
School Board make a conscious policy regarding whether or not
the curriculum objectives of the Duval County School District
should be based on the Stanford Achievement Test (SAT).
An
implication of this recommendation is that:
The curriculum in
the school district should be a deliberate policy decision and
should be defined before the testing program is developed. ~e
use of the Stanford Achievement Test (SAT) needs reviewing in
particular if it is going to provide the curriculum objectives
in the school district.
The Task Force on Learning (K-6) recommends that the Duval County
School Board and administration develop curriculum with broadbased citizen input so that the curriculum of the school district
reflects community values and standardsv
The Task Force on Learning (K-6) recommends that the Duval County
School Board review its policy regarding evaluation of supervisors and teachers and insure that:
(a) the evaluation process is adequate in helping
to identify personnel who should be counseled,
upgraded, or terminated;

-10{b)

the evaluation process provides an adequate
basis for effecting termination while protecting the rights of those being terminated;

(c)

those who must use the evaluation process be
adequately trained;

(d)

the evaluation process be used to terminate
those personnel who are incompetentw

The Task Force on Learning (K-6) recommends that the Duval
County School Board review its policy on adults in the classroom to:
(a)

determine the best cost-benefit plan of using
teacher aides;

(b)

examine the level of training provided and the
effectiveness of teacher aides;

(c)

clarify the role of teacher aides and their
relationship with teachers;

(d)

determine if all other categories of district
staff are properly trained for the roles they
assume in a classroom; and

(e)

determine the role, level of training, and
relationship of adult volunteers to paid employees.

The Task Force on Learning (K-6) recommends that the Duval
County School Board should review class size in all grades but
should reduce classroom size in Kindergarten through Grade
Three in other special programs.
The Task Force on Learning (K-6) recommends that the Duval
County School Board and School Administration make positive,
determined, and persistent efforts to deal with school district
morale.
The Task Force on Learning (K-6) recommends that the Duval
County School Board and School Administration provide a wellrounded educational program which provides a foundation in
the "basics"; but which goes "beyond the basics" with such
programs as music, art, consumerism, environmental preservation,
parental skills, sex education (with parental permission) etc.
The Task Force especially emphasizes the physical education
program and recommends that our children be provided with personal fitness which provides them with healthfulness which will
endure throughout their adult life.
The Task Force on Learning (K-6) recommends that the Duval
County School District review the "no social promotion" policy
to:
(a)

insure that the students who a r e not promoted
are provided with compensatory education
either in summer school or in special programs;
and
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(b)

insure that classroom teachers' evaluation
of a student's abilities and performance
are given equal weight to standardized tests
relation to promotion.

The Task Force on Learning (K-6) recommends that the Duval
County School Board and School Administration support the
development of a Local School Advisory Committee at each
school in the School District and make effective use of the
Local School Advisory Committee at each school.
The Task Force on Learning (K-6) recommends that the Duval
County School Board redesign pupil attendance so that there
will be no single-grade schools such as Sixth Grade Centers.
Sixth grade children belong in an elementary school or a
middle school.
The Task Force on Learning (K-6) makes the following special
recommendations with the hope that the quality of teaching
and learning in the classroom can be enhanced and that parents
can more adequately understand and support wha~appens in the
classroom.
We recommend that the learning program of each
student in the school system be discussed at a teacher-studentparent conference during the first three weeks of each school
year so that:
(a)

teachers will have an opportunity to outline
and present their teaching goals in the presence of both the parent and the student;

(b)

students will have an opportunity to discuss
the teachers' goals, and to better understand
what they will be expected to learn;

(c)

parents will have a better understanding of
what their child is being taught and expected
to learn so that they can help motivate their
child and ask better questions of teachers when
there are problems "

APPENDIX A

-12"DATA RELATING TO CRITERIA FOR EDUCATIONAL EXCELLENCE"
(Source:
Research Notes, Martin N. Olson, Associate
Director, Institute of Administrative Research, Columbia
University, 1976).
(NOTE:

1.

Classroom observations were conducted in 18,528 instances in
112 mainly surburban school districts located in 11 metropolitan regions across the U.S. to generate the data presented
below:
This sample included 9,961 elementary schools and
8,567 secondary schools.
This the most extensive survey
of American Education ever undertaken in one study.]

At the elementary (and secondary) levels style of educational
activity was the single strongest overall predictor of quality.
Particularly high scoring styles were:
small group work, individual work, lab work, pupil reports, and demonstrations.
..

TABLE 1
Elementary and Secondary Observations
Scored by Style of Educational Activity

---

Elementary

I

..

Secondary

!

Style

~NUmber

Question answer
Discussion
Lecture
Small-group work
Library work
Individual Work
Demonstration
Laboratory work
Test
Movie
Television
Other
Seat work
Rehearsal
Pupil report

1 ,580
765
180
618
91
1,357
318
115
321
126
85
939
2,942
79
231

Total observations
Mean scores

9,961

*

Number

Scores

%

16
8
2
6
1
14
3
1
3
2
1
I 10
i 30
i 1
2

I

3.93
7.79
1.03
11.66
6.73
8.76
7.12
I 9.01
I 2.06
I
2.93
;
3.01
4.80
5.22
1.65
7.16
I

Number
1,547
923
813
333
34
1,149
294
431
599
247
13
735
941
118
166

'
19
11
10
4
0
14
4
5
7
3
0
9
11
1
2

Scores
3.69
7.03
1.09
9.80
6.68
8.76
5.60
8.42
1.16
1.32
3.96
4.38
2.17
4.72
7. 50

I

I

8,567
5.96

4.83

The number of times the variable was observed or present
in the survey.
% •••• The percent of times the variable was observed or present
in the survey.
Score
A ranking or scale of the relationship between the variable
and an indicator of quality (a measurement for predicting
quality).
The higher a score, the more significant the
variable in predicting quality in the classroom.
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The relation between class size and other criteria of
educational excellence were well defined and consistent
throughout each level of analysis in this study. ~
smaller classes produced higher scores than the larger ones.
Special recognition should be given to the critical breakpoints between class sizes where sharp drops occur in performance scores.
A school system should consider altering
their adult/pupil ratio only if such an alteration reduces
the ratio on the right side of a critical breakpoint.
Critical breakpoints occur when class size is reduced below
5, 16, or 25.
It would not significantly enhance
in a class to reduce its size from
size could be reduced from 27 - 25
in the quality of learning will be

the quality of learning
27 - 26.
However, if its
a significant improvement
realized.

Thus, if this data were used by a school system in its efforts
to reduce class size, such strategies as a focus on a particular grade or program might be very significant in improving
the quality of education in the System.

TABLE II
ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY OBSERVATIONS
scored by Class Size

Class Size

Elementary
Number
Scores

Under 5
5-10
11-15
16-20
21-25
26-30
31-35
36-40
41-50
50+

155
218
310
1,395
3,736
2,898
931
129
64
94

Total observations
Mean Scores

9,961

3.

~0.61

8.34
>8.34
7.26
>6.45
4.73
4.66
3.17
4.38
2.22

Secondary
Number
Scores

77
505
1,248
2,032
2,427
1,361
361
136
121
260

8.31
>8.45
>6.25
4.73
4.25
3.93
3.51
4.41
3.65
3.22

8,567
5.96

4.83

Substitute teachers are the least effective strategy to handle
teacher absences in terms of what goes on in the classroom.
Teacher aides and student teachers scored as much as 4.7 mean
points higher than substitute teachers.
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TABLE III

I

Elementary and Secondary Observations
Scored by Type of Teacher
Elementary
Type of Teacher

Scores

Number

Regular
Specialist
substitute
.:> tudent teacher
'l'eacher aide

8,418
1,164
255
83
7

Total observations
Mean Scores

9,961

Secondary
Number

6.12
5.82
1.98
3.62
3.21

8,020
187
216
102

Scores
5.01
4.99
0.27
2.76

4.83

5.96

1---.

4.

In no case did the greater number of adults in the classroom affect scores
as si<;;:1ificantly as one might imagine. -Most scores of two or more adult
situations were near to or lower than one-adult situations. Two adult
classrooms in the elementary level did increase scores somewhat.

- -·
TABLE IV

I

Elementary and Secondary Observations
Scored by Number of Adults in Classroom
Elementary
Number

Number of Adults
II
I
I
I
I

I

One
·rwo
Three
Four

8,992
662
73
34

Total observations
Mean Scores

9,961

Secondary

Scores
5.88
7. 24
5.34
3.97

i

:

Number
7,840
504
52
19

Scores
4.85
1.59
2.01
6. 76

I

8,567
5.96

4.83

I
5.

Four variables (sex of teacher, which half of a period is used, the time
of day a subject is taught, and the number of non-white
students) were found to be insignificant as predictors
of the quality of education.

APPENDIX B

-15STANDARDIZED TESTING
(Source:

Citizen Involvement Network, 1976
1211 Connecticut Ave., N. 1-J., Washington, D. C.)

Standardized intelligence, aptitude and achi ev ement tests are tvidely used
in American schools today" (Committee Comment: Duval County tests some
111,000 students each year, has a full-tiille test admin istration staff, and
will spend more than $191,473 on tests, testing materials and test processing this year.)
The case for the objective assessment of educational achievement through
testing is based on the argument that we should try to measure accurately
what children are able to do, and we should measure so that we can compare
our results with those in other schools. Parents and taxpayers have a
right to some evaluation of the educational system they must support, test
advocates argue.
But the standardized tests have recently been the targets of a great deal
of criticism. Crit:i,cs say that the tests are culturally biased and thus
discriminate against minority groups; that they often have misleading
results, which result in harm to those tested; that they prompt people to
think of students in stereotypes, such as "gifted" or "retarded"; and that
they influence teacher expectations of student potential.
Recently, educational publications have published pertinent op~n~ons from
a variety of educators, social scients and other specialists. The
educators generally indicted all standardized tests. They said the tests,
which have multiple-choice anwers, are misleading, often incorrect, superficial and anti-intellectual.
Some school systems appear to be happy with standardized tests~ especially
those whose students are performing at or above the national norm. But in
many school systems, the tests have proved to be failures and have raised
disturbing questions.
Royal Oaks, Mich., and Bakersfield, Calif., are two cities which instituted
massive testing programs. In both places, the school administration promised that the new testing programs would show pupil gains and would therefore upgrade public confidence in the school system. But the tests were not
selected for their attention to local goal s or instructional content.
Further, under threat of being evaluated on how well the student performed,
teachers began to "teach to the test" or even the test itself. Children bored
with the constant testing, reacted badly or refused to take the tests
seriously,
All in all, the tests were a failure. In both cities, teachers found the
testing programs so burdensome and counter productive that they called for
outside evaluations of the programso Two different panels of professionals
recommended that the tests be reduced in number and importance. Most of
the tests offered across the country are called "norm-referenced" which means
they compare a single student with all other students who take the same test.
Many educators say such tests do not tell anything about a person's potential
or what mistakes he keeps making; they say nothing that. ~111. 1 help a stude·L"lt
improve his performance.
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THE JACKSONVILLE COUNCIL ON CITIZEN INVOLVEMENT
PUBLIC EDUCATION STUDY COMMITTEE
TASK FORCE ON FUNDING
INTRODUCTION:
The Board of Directors of the Jacksonville Council on Citizen
Involvement selected Public Education as one of its major study
areas for 1976-1977.

The Public Education Study Committee divided

its work into three Task Forces:

A Task Force on the Funding of

Public Education; a Task Force on Learning (Kindergarten - Grade
Six); and a Task Force on the Federal Court Order :
The Board established a Management Team to guide the work of the
three (3) task forces, chaired by Robert Schellenberg.

He was

assisted by Mary Lou Short, Clanzel Brown, Genie Cooke, and Jim
Rinaman.
During the summer of 1976 the Management Team of the Public Education
Study Committee explored the scope of work which each Task Force
would address.

The charge of the Management Team to the Task Force

qn Funding was:
1.

To examine the sources of funds for Duval County's
schools;

2.

To review how funds were spent for public education
by the school system; and

3.

To provide some guidance for the School System and
the Community in relationship to their planning for
the future development of Public Education in Duval
County.

TASK FORCE MEMBERSHIP:
This task force report was developed by citizens of Duval County who
were interested in and supportive of public education.

Most of the

Task Force Membership had no detailed knowledge of public education
funding, but this was not viewed as a liability, as many knowledgeable and capable resource people were available to the Task Force.

-2The basic goals of this citizens' task force were to look at the
funds for ,public education in Duval County (and the sources of
those funds) and make some conclusions and recommendations regarding
the adequacy, allocation, and the "value for the dollar" of public
education funds in Duval County.
The facts which support the conclusions of thi s task force report
were developed by interviewing resource persons who were knowledgeable about public education funding and by the secondary research
efforts of task force members and staff,
A total of ten (10) members actively participat e d in the work of
the Funding Task Force.

Seven of the task force participants were

members of JCCI.
The Chairperson of the Task Force on Funding was Mary Lou Short.
The other task force members were:
Dr. Roseann Cacciola
L. Orville Calhoun
Joe Considine
0. B. Cosby, Jr.

Reverend James Farr
James C , Higgins, Jro
Dr. James Owen
Fred Schultz
Reverend Albert Wells

The Task Force on Funding was staffed by Andy Parker and assisted
by Ida Cobb.
TASK FORCE ORGANIZATION:
The Funding Task Force met for the first time on October 6, 1976.
The Task Force held nine (9) fact-finding sessions between October
13, 1976 and January 24, 1977.
During February and March, 1977 the Task Force developed conclusions
and recommendations based on its fact-finding.

-3Resource Persons:
Carl Ogden, Duval Delegation, Florida House of Representatives
Jim Clemmons, Officer for Financial Planning & Auditing, Duval
County Schools
Dr. Richard Griffith, Assistant Superintendent for Personnel,
Duval County Schools
Tom Higgins, Budget Officer, Duval County Schools
Ms. Jewel Israel, Principal, West Riverside Elementary
Mr. Robert Thweatt, Principal, Carter G. Woodson Sixth Grace ·
Center
Ms v Ennis Woodley, Principal, Fort Caroline Elementary
Nancy Gray, Duval Teachers United Representative
Nancy Harrison, Teacher, Susie Tolbert Sixth Grade Center
Laurie Murray, Teacher, Paxon High School
Eddie Jones, Teacher, Sandalwood Junior/Senior High School
FINDINGS:
In order to understand better the funding issues that are relevant
to the Duval County School System and the total community, the following
background is presented:
1.

The National Perspective
The financial crisis facing public education throughout the
nation is a severe one.
Inflation, lower priorities for
educational funding at the state and local levels, falling
enrollments, and teacher demands for higher salaries have
created enormous problems for many school districts.
Schools
are laying off teachers, increasing class si~es, cutting out
art and music programs, and curtailing extra-curricular programs.
The crisis is particularly acute in the cities.
Large numbers of voters, hard hit by recession and inflation,
and unwilling to put up with increases in property taxes, have
rejected additional educational tax levies on numerous occasions.
Many experts see the public's refusal to vote new taxes or
bond issues for public education as a sign of deep dissatisfaction with what's happening in schools .
Thus, the financial
crisis in education today stems from a lack of confidence in
our schools.
Americans are rebelling against schools that seem to gobble up
more and more tax dollars while they don't teach students to
read and write and compute as well as previously.

2.

The State Perspective:
The State of Florida has struggled since 1947 to create an
equitable method of distribution for the dollars it has provided for children in its sixty-seven county-wide school systems.

-42-

The State Perspective (Cont'd):
In 1973, the Florida Legislature passed the Florida Education
Finance Program (FEFP).
The FEFP changed the focus of state
dollars for public education from allocations based on the
number of teachers or classrooms to allocations based on the
individual student and the particular program he or she
participates in.
The purpose of the FEFP is to guarantee each student attending
a public school in Florida the availability of programs and
services which meet their educational needs and which are
substantially equal throughout the state .
A brief overview of the FEFP is as follows:
The FEFP provides a formula for allocating State
revenue to the 67 county-wide school systems in
the state.
The formula is based on:
1.

The number of students in a county school
system.

2.

The kind of programs and/or the grade
students attend.

3.

A base student allocation which is determined
by the legislature annually.
This determination is based on estimates of state revenue
available for public education and projections
of the number of students.
The statewide pupil
population is divided into the revenue estimates
to obtain the base student allocation.

4.

The local effort of each county to fund education.
Each school district is required to levy the
millage rate which the state legislature specified
as the local required effort.
In 1976-77 the rate
is 6.3 mills.
A school district may levy up to 8
mills.

(NOTE:

There are other elements in the FEFP formula
but they have not been used to allocate money
to date.)

The basic amount of money for a school district i~ ' Florida
for current operation under the FEFP is determined in the
manner shown on the following page.

- ·
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BASIC AMOUNT
FOR CURRENT
OPERATION
(NOTE:

Number of
Program/grade
Students X Cost Factors

X

Base Student
Allocation
($765 .53)

School District

+ Differential
Factor

A full and complete explanation of the FEFP is found in Appendix A).

The FEFP Allocation for the support of public education in a school
district is determined in the following manner:
FEFP
ALLOCATION

BASIC AMOUNT
FOR CURRENT
OPERATION

(-:)

REQUIRED
LOCAL

In addition to FEFP Program allocations to school districts, the state also
provides monies for capital outlay projects and categorical programs (See
Appendix A).
Some school districts get funds from Racing Commission funds which are
allocated to County Governments.
The level of funding on a cost per pupil basis is still disparate between
the various school districts within the state, in spite of the FEFP Program.
During the 1976-1977 school year, the Miami/Dade County School District spent
$1,432 per pupil; the Fort Lauderdale/Broward County School District spent
$1,330 per pupil; the Orlando/Orange County School District spent $1,305 per
pupil, the St. Petersburg/Pinellas County School District spent $1,292 per
pupil; the Tampa/Hillsborough County School District spent $1,285 per pupil,
while the Jacksonville/Duval County School District spent $1,272 per pupil.
The level of funding, on a cost per pupil basis is low when Florida's public
education dollars are compared to those in other states, although it is high
if Florida is compared to other Southeastern states (See Appendix B).
The tax effort in the State of Florida is low relative to the level of
support of public education when compared to the tax effort as related to
the level of support of public education in other states (See Appendix C).
3.

The Local Perspective:
The Duval County School System is experiencing a greater demand for revenue
than can be generated from all sources.
/

More money is needed to:
Pay teachers an adequate salary;
Reduce class size in grades K-3;
Pay teacher aides an adequate salary;
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The Local Perspective (Cont'd.)
Provide kindergarten facilities vlhere they are needed;
Provide compensatory education to help the ~ducationa.lly
disadvantaged to overcome their disadvantag~s;
Provide an adequate staff of psychologist, social workers,
and guidance counselors;
Pay for field trips and work books so that parents will
not have to subsidize this aspect of the educational
program since many parents cannot afford to do this; and
Equalize athletic funding for female programs.
In addition to State revenue, Duval County receives revenue from the
Federal Government, ad valorem taxes, interest on investments, reimbursement for use of facilities by Florida Junior College, etc. (See Appendix
D for a summary of Duval County's 1976-1977 Sources and Allocations of
funds).
Duval County is levying 8.0 mills in 1977 to support public education.
This is the maximum levy allowed by law without a referendum.
Some of the reasons for insufficient revenue for public education in
Duval County, inspite of the 8.0 mill tax levy can be discerned by
examining the factors which influence the 6.3 mill Required Local
Effort and the 1.7 optional millage allowed by law (6.3 + 1.7
8.0).
g

a)

Factors influencing the value of the 6.3 Mill Required Local Effort:
The extent to which the assessment in a county corresponds
to full market value affects the adequacy of revenue for
public education.
The allocation of state education funds to counties is based
on local effort, measured by the number of mills levied for
education. It is assumed that all counties are assessing
property at full market value, as required by law. In actual
practice, few counties are assessing at full market value, and
those who do, are, in effect, penalized by the present allocation system. This points to the need for uniformity of property
tax administration throughout the State of Florida in order to
assure an equitable distribution of education funds.
The Duval County Sales Ratio Study performed by the Florida
Department of Revenue on the 1976 tax roll indicates that the
mean assessment for residential property is at 75% of full
market value. State law requires assessment at 92% of full
market value.
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The 12ro12ortion of land in a count~ which ·is exem12ted from
12ro12ert~ · taxes affects ·the adeguac~ of revenue for 12ublic
education.
Duval County has a great deal of property exempted from
property taxes. (Navy property, the Federal Building, the
State Office Building, JEA' s property, etc.). This exempted
property decreases the value of the tax mill in the county.

.

LEVEL OF TAX EXEMPT PROPERTY IN FLORIDA's MAJOR URBAN COUNTIES
PERCENT OF
EXEMPTED AND
IMMUNE VALUE
TO TOTAL
TOTAL ASSESSED
VALUE, 1975*

COUNTY

TOTAL EXEMPTED AND
INCOME VALUE, 1975*

1975*

Broward

12,695

2,622

20.7

Dade

20,428

5,020

24.6

Duval

5,614

2,085

37.1

Hiilsborou_g_h

5,796

2,008

34.6

Oran_g_e

5,210

1,303

25.0

Palm Beach

7,250

1,923

26.5

Pinellas

6,802

1,635

26.9

*In Millions of Dollars
b)

Factors influencing the value of the optional millage (1. 7 mills) :

-

Since the value of a mill is different for different counties,
the optional millage will generate significant differences in
revenue among the various counties. (For example: a mill in
Miami/Dade County will generate $18,250,000 while a mill in
Jacksonville/Duval County will generate only $4,375,000.
Another way of viewing the millage value differences between
counties is to examine the dollars per pupil that each mill
will generate in the various counties:

COUNTY
Duval
Hillsborough
Dade
Palm Beach

DOLLARS PER PUPIL
GENERATED BY EACH
MILL
$39
42
65
88

-
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The Local Perspective (Cont'd.)
Therefore equity is brought clo se:.: to :ceal:~ty when the
required millage is raised and t he optional mi.llnge is
reduced.
Most Race Tract revenue is distributed to Fla rida counties
on an equal basis regardless of si ze or need (i. e . each
county gets l/67th of all distributed P.ace Tra 2k Revenue
up to $450,000). Some counties provide these revenues for
the support of public education. This is the case in Duval
County. Thus, in small counties with few ptJpils the Race
Track Revenue could be sufficient to alleviate the 11eed for
levying optional millage above the required local effort.
Counties whose property values generate a high number of
dollars per pupil are opposed to raising the millage r equirement for the Local Required Effort. These Property Rich/
Pupil Poor Counties do not want to raise the millage requirement for the Required Local Effort, even though it would benefit property poor/pupil rich counties such as Duval County.
The value of property in a county compared t o the number of
pupils affects the adequacy of revenue for public education.
Duval County has lower property values and a greater number
of pupils compared with many other Florida counties. Thus,
many other Florida counties can generate more dollars per
pupil from the same number of mills tha;] D ,_.-J~1:L Cc.-u;1ty •.::an!
The Duval County School District Budget in 1976~77 was
$135,716,7 38. However, the Duval County Scl,ool District
needs more money for the adequate funding of public education
in Duval County.
Students in the Duval County School District are supported at
a level that is lower than that provided in a11.y other large
urban school district in the State of Florida. (See Appendix

B).
The value of a tax mill in Duval County is low partially due
to a low rate (or level) of p:roferty assC2ss;n:!n'2:, The Duval
County Property Appraiser (an elected cff:L•: J.r::l) l:as received
a letter from the State Departillent cf Rev.:=m!e which indicated
that property in Duval County is under- &ssessed. (See
Appendix F).
I t is politically difficult for a P:.:olJerty Appraiser to

increase the value of a tax mill by asse:ssiEg property at
a higher value. However, failure to do this is hurting
public education in Duval County!
(*Source:

u. s.

Department of Health, Education and T,.7elfare, National
Center for Education Statistics).

._,..
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-9CONCLUSIONS:
After reviewi~g the sources of funds for public education in the
State of Florida, the Task Force on Funding has reached the
following conclusions:
There is a significant degree of disperity in public
education funding among Florida's sixty-seven school
districts.
Duval County's School District cannot make up or
equalize the funding discrepancy that occurs relative
to other large urban Florida school districts from
local funding sources (local property taxes) due to
the 8 mill cap on local property taxes for public
education, coupled with the reduced value of what a
mill will bring in Duval County.
The funding inadequacy of public education is apparent
in reviewing teachers' salaries. Duval County School
District salaries for teachers are one of the lowest
of Florida's large urban school districts including
Hillsborough, Pinnellas, Dade, Palm Beach, and Broward.
The guessing game of budgeting by the local school districts in Florida which is created by the Florida Educational Financial Program's (FEFP) reliance on the next
year's pupil projections and state revenue estimates is
inappropriate for sound school district financial
planning. In 1975-76 the Duval County School District
experienced a two million dollar shortfall from the FEFP
allocation. In 1976-77 the Duval County School District
received a $1.2 million additional allocation from the
FEFPo

The Jacksonville Electric Authority (JEA) has a great
deal of property which is exempted from local property
taxes. Thus, they pay nothing toward support of public
education in Duval County. This situation creates an
inequity in Duval County's public education support.
However, JEA does make a contribution to the City of
Jacksonville in lieu of local property taxes. Other
utilities in the State of Florida do contribute to the
support of public education through property taxes.
Municipal utilities in Eugene, Oregon and in the State
of Wisconsin make a direct contribution for the support
of public education.

'
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In reviewing factors which relate to effective ann efficient
utilization of public education resources, the Task Force on
Funding has concluded that:
The Duval County School District has been required by
the City Charter to utilize central services provided
by the City of Jacksonville such as legal services,
purchasing services and civil service personnel services. Resource persons indicated that this arrangement
may be· costing rather than saving money. The use of
Central Services should be thoroughly reviewed to
determine whether it results in cost efficiency.
With school-based management as the operative administrative philosophy in Duval County's School System,
personnel (principals and teachers) at the school
level need more opportunity for both formal_ input into
the development of their local school's budget as well
as the school district budget.
One of the most publicized funding issues in Duval
County is the level, scope, and cost of pupil transportation. The pressure of a Federal Court mandate
resulted in a quickly developed plan to satisfy desegregation requirements. The costs of implementing
such a plan were secondary considerations and possibly
could be reduced while satisfying the criteria necessary
for desegregation.
The allocation of funds for economically disadvantaged
children has resulted in inefficiency and reduced
effectiveness through resource diffusion which has
occured with Title I Federal Funds (for the economically disadvantaged). Title I allocations are made by
the Duval County School Board to schools when 30% of
their pupil population are participants in the free
lunch programw (Not the number of Title I eligible
students in a school). Prior to pupil dispersion to
achieve racial integration, most Title I eligible
students were concentrated in a few inner-city schools.
This is no longer true. Therefore, with students from
low-income neighborhoods attending schools throughout
the county and with the percentage criteria for determining a school's eligibility for Title I funds, schools
with a large number of Title I eligible children may not
meet the 30% free lunch percentage criteria and thus
receive no Title I monies. This allocation formula provided 77 schools with Title I monies this year (1976-77).
Last year only 41 schools received Title I monies. This
means that more schools can do less for disadvantaged
students. Duval County, the State of Florida, and the
Federal government should coordinate their efforts fo'r a
more effective distribution of available funds.
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CONCLUSIONS (Cont'dc)
The present policy of the State of Florida and the Duval
County School Board regarding public ki nde rgarten is
creating a financial inef f iciency th r oughout the school
district. Some children enter first g::ade vlith the
advantage of a kindergarten background wh ~le others do
not. This inequality results :in an ir..creased need :Cor
remedial programs which are costly . If all children
attended kindergarten a reduct1on in remedial programs
would probably result.
In reviewing the value or worth of the public educational dollar
in Duval County~ the Task Force on Funding has reached the
following conclusions:
To budget money in the most propitious manner a school
district should have clear goals for education. (See
Appendix E).
The State of Florida has provided leadership and is
establishing educational goals. (See Appendix F).
Goals within the Duval County School District should be
well defined~ specific, or prioritized and should be
used as a viable guide to school district budgeting.
Goals within the Duval County School District should be
well communicated to the r;ublic.
Goals within the Duval County School District should be
well communicated within the School System .
The persons responsible for implementation of school
district goals should be readily or easily identifiable,

,

Duval County School District Goals should address: What
education is and stands for in Duval County; the community's
responsibility and level of commitment needed to provide
excellence in education in Duval County; the responsibility
of parents; the responsibility of students; the learning
and teaching environment; the curriculum, accountability;
testing; classroom size; teachers' salaries; community
input into policy development; and specific programs of the
school district. (See Appendix E).

--

-12RECOMMENDATIONS:
Following a careful review and consideration of its conclusions, the Task
Force on Funding makes the following recommendations:
The Jacksonville Electric Authority (JEA) makes a contribution
each year to the City of Jacksonville's general operating
budget in lieu of paying local property taxes. If JEA paid
local property taxes, a portion of those taxes would go toward
the support of public education in Duval County. A recent
newspaper article appearing in the Jacksonville Journal,
February 2, reported that were JEA privately owned, it would
have generated $6,744,117 in property truces for 1976 fiscal
year. Duval County school children would have benefitted if
this were the case"
Therefore, we recommend that the Jacksonville Electric Authority
should be required by a State Statute to pro-rate to the Duval
County School Board, a portion of its contribution to the City
of Jacksonville - equal to what JEA would contribute for the
support of public education if JEA paid local property taxes;
or that the Jacksonville City Council should require by a City
Ordinance that a portion of JEA's contribution to the City of
Jacksonville, equal to what JEA would contribute for the support of public education if JEA paid local property taxes, be
pro-rated to the Duval County School Board budget.
0

The State Constitution has been interpreted to mean that
property in each of Florida's 67 counties be assessed at fair
market valueo When property is under-assessed, the value of
the tax mill is deflated. This is especially important when
the school board is levying school millage at the limit allowed
by law (as is the case in Duval County in 1977).
Therefore, we recommend that the Property Appraiser in Duval
County assess all property at its fair market value. This
will create additional and needed revenue for public education
in Duval County.

0

Duval County's School District has less dollars per pupil than
any ot~er large, urban school district in Florida. Teachers'
salaries are lower in Duval County's School District than in
most other large urban school districts in Florida. The
Florida State Legislature must work toward a greater fiscal
equalization of public education funding in order to provide
greater parity for public education financing between Duval
County and the other large, urban school districts in the State
of Florida.
Therefore, we recommend that public education funding by the
State of Florida through the Florida Educational Finance Program
(FEFP) be made more fiscally equitable by increasing the local
required effort in increments of 1/10 mill per year.
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•

Additional resources are needed-for the adequate funding of
public education in Duval County.
Therefore, we recommend that the Florida legislature provide
additional revenues for education. Possible revenue sources
might include increases in the sales, cigarette, or alcoholic
beverages taxes, elimination of sales tax exemptions, and
improvement of tax collection procedures"
Pupil transportation must be designed to service pupils at
the least cost and in the most effective manner. Cost,
safety, comfort, length of routes, and convenience are key
considerations relative to effectiveness. The pupil assignment and transportation plans should be reviewed in Duval
County.
School transportation systems could be more effective if they
were planned and funded by the State of Florida.
Therefore, we recommend that the State of Florida assume
responsibility for planning and more adequately funding of
pu~il transportation in all 67 school districts by 1980.
We further recommend that the Duval County School Board
coordinate its transportation planning and operations wherever possible with the Jacksonville Transportation Authority.
The annual level of revenue from the State of Florida to a
school district is uncertain until well into the school year.
This causes budgeting problems that are unresolvable.
Therefore, we recommend that the State of Florida's Educational financial program be revised to include a "hold
harmless" provision which would guarantee each school district
at least the same level of funding it received during the
previous year if the pupil population was comparable.
The capacity of the City of Jacksonville's Central Services
to service the Duval County School District's needs in the
most effective as well as efficient manner needs review.
Therefore, we recommend that the service contract between
the City of Jacksonville's Central Services and the Duval
County School District be examined to determine:
if the level of use by the School Board for
a particular City Central Service has created
a condition of diminishing returns;
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(Cont'd.)
if the level and scope of need by the
School Board for a particular s ervice
can be more efficiently, (cost related)
and/or effectively (accessib leitim~ ly/
quality) met ind~pendently of City C~n
tral Services. (Ei.ther by a purchase of
service contract or development of service
capacity 'in house').

•

Children who are not afforded the oppor tunity of kindergarten
are usually educationally disadvantaged and usually cost the
school district a great deal more in remedial or compensatory
efforts throughout their public educational career than
children who are afforded the opportunity of kindergarten.
Therefore, we recommend that the State of Florida make
kindergarten a mandatory requirement and a pre-requisite
for first grade and provide the appropriations to carry
out the mandate.
We further recommend that the Duval County School Board
immediately recruit and enroll all eligible children in
kindergarten beginning in the 1977-78 school year.
School-based management is the administrative philosophy
in Duval County's School District. Principals are now
managers of tea·c hers, budgets, curriculum development,
parent involvement efforts, planning and goal setting.
Many principals need training in order that they might be
more effective in their new roles as school-based managers.
Therefore, we recommend that principals be provided with
in-service training to assist them to become more effective
school-based managers.

•

The State of Florida's Educational Finance Program (FEFP)
does not provide resources for education to compensate for
an economicaly deprived background. The Duval County
School District does not provide resources from its local
tax effort for compensatory education. The Federal Government provides Title I monies for the economically
·disadvantaged but none for other categories of students
needing compensatory education. Title I monies are stretched
beyond their capacity in Duval County.
Therefore, we recommend that the Federal Government and
State Government provide resources for compensatory education through categorical funding at the Federal level and
by a weighted FTE at the State level.
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•

The Duval County School Board should id~ntify, clarify, and
implement goals for education in Duval County. The public
education dollar must be tied to viable, specific, and
well-communicated goals in order for citizens, parents, and
taxpayers to know where, how and how well their mon~y is
being spent.
Therefore, we recommend that the Duval County School Board
develop and prioritize the policy, management, and educational ·goals which will guide the Duval County Schl>Ol
District toward system excellence.
We further recommend that the goals
School District:

o~

the Ouval County

(a)

Be developed with a special effort
to include input from all interested
persons and groups in the community;

(b)

Be well-communicated throughout the
School System;

(c)

Be well-communicated throubhcut the
community;

(d)

Be used to make future budgeting
decisions;

(e)

Be annually reviewed, updated and
modified as necessary.

APPENDIX A
Sources:

Statistical Report
Series 77-04
November 1976
Division of Public Schools' MIS
Florida Education Support Program
State Support f6r Publi~ Schoos 1976-1977
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DE S C R I P T I 0 N 0 F
S T AT E

FLORIDA

EDUCATIO~

F!NANCE

D I S T R I B UT I 0 N

PP.~GRAM

LEGAL AUTHORIZATION. -- Si!wtf01TS 236.012-236.E8o Florida Statutes
APPROPRIATION. -- $ 994,655,646
REQUIREMENTS FOR PARTICIPATION . -- Each district which participates

i~

the state appropriations ~he Flo~ida Education F1nante P~ogram (FEFP)
shall provide evidence of its effort to maintai~ a~ adequate school proaram throughout the district and shall meet at least the following requirements:
(1)

Maintain adequate and accurate records including a system
of i nterna 1 accounts for- 1m!hri dua 1 schoo 1s, and fi 1e with
the Department of EdYr.ation, in correct and proper form,
on or before the date dueo each annual or neriodic re~ort
which is required by the Rules of the State Board. ·

(2)

Ooerate all schools for a tarm of at least 180 actuai teachinq da.vs or the equivalent en an hourl.v basis. U~on written apolication, the State Board may prescribe orocedures
for altering this requirement.

(3)

~rov1de written contracts for all instructional nersonnel
and require not less than 196 days of service for all members of the instructional staff.

(4)

Ex~end funds for salaries in accordance with a salary schedule or schedules adopted by the School Board in accordance
with the provisions of the law and Rules of the State Board.

(5)

Observe all requirements of the State Board relating to the
preparation, adoption, and execution of budgets for tha
district school system.

(6)

Make the minimum financial effort (s~ecified in millage)
required for partici~ation in the Florida Educat.1on Finance
Program as prescribed in the current year•s general ap~
propriations act. Maintain an ongoing systemat1c eval~
uation of the educational program needs of the district
and develop a comprehensive annual and long-range plan
for meeting the needs.
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(7)

Levy

th2

•·equired local effort mil'lage rate (6.3 mills for

19:'6-77, Chapter 76-2R5, Laws of Florida) but iW more than
8 mills on the nonexempt assessed va ·i ua tion of the district,
exclusive of th ~ district millage voted for operation and

capital outlay purposes under the provisions of Articie V~I
SectiDn 9{b) of the State Constitution and for required debt
services under the provisicns of Artilce VII Section 12 of
·
the State Constitution.
,.

DEFINITIONS. -- The following statements define terms used in
Education Finance Pro9ram.

th~

Flodda

..

Membership hou~. -- A membership hour is siAty min~tes of the district ' s
instructional program as defined by district school board minutes. Instructional periods other than sixty minutes should be converted to two
place decimal form. For example, ~ student with six periods of 55 minutes
( .92 hout·) Wt>uld be in membership 5.52 hours per day.
Full-time etuivalent student. -- The followi~g statements defin~ a full~
time equiva ent student in accordance with the provisions of the FEFP:
(1)

A full-time student in any of the prcgr·ams listed in the

FEFP.
(a)

C,rades

4~12

(regular session)

One student on the membership roll of one ~chool program or a combination of school proqrams for five
schools days (one school week} or the eouivalent consisting of not less than 25 net hours.
I

·Y

(b) Grades 4-12 (double session)
One student on the membership roll of one school program or a combination of school programs for five
school days (one school week) or the eq1va·l ent consisting of not less than 22 1/2 net hours. ·
. (c) Kindergarten • Grade 3 (regular session)
One student on the membership roll of one school program or a combination of school programs for five ·school
days (one school week) or the equivalent consisting
of not less that 20 net hours.
•'

(d) Kindergarten - Grade 3 (double session)
One student on the membership roll of one school pro·
gram or a combination of school programs for five
school days (one school week) or the equivalent of
.
not less than 17 1/2 net hours.
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FORMULA FOR OISTRIBUTINti STAT£ DOl-LARS
The BASIC ~IOUNT FOR CURRENT OPERATION under the FEFP for each district
is detenmined in the following manner :
di~trfct

co:;t
)( dfffore:~tl~l
factor

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

+

afnllevtrl
fulldlflil

(1976-71)

the full-ti~e eouivalent student member in each ~ro9ram;
multinlied by ·
the cost factor for each nroq ~qam ; mult·J plied by
the base student allocation factor; ~lus
the snarsitv sun,..lement (notannronriated for 1976-77); nlus
the comoensatory education sup~lement (not a~pro~riated
for 1976-77); multiplied by
the district cost differential factor; ~lus
the minimum level funding (no loss or hold harmless)

The FEFP ALLOCATION for the support of nublic education is determined in
the followinq ~anner:
BASIC
A'10111T FOR
CUIIafNT
OPERATION

1.
2.
3.

reoufred
local
effort

from the basic amount for current oper·ation, subtract
the reouired local effort;
to the remainder, which is the state share of the basic
amount for current operationg add or subtract any apnlicable
adjustments

The TOTAL STATE ALLOCATI~N for the supoort of public education is determined in the following manner:
FEFI'

AlLOCATIOII

+

+

apletal
al'-atfon•

. capital outlay

+ ·I

dllbl eervt c~
fuftds

(constttulonal)

' 1.
2.
3.

TOTAl
STATE

ALLOCATION

to the FEFP allocation, add the categorical program funds; add
any special allocations due; add
the constitutional capital outlay and debt service

BAS IC
AJ.fJUIIT '0
C!JRR£fr i
Oi'ERATl 'lN

- - - - - --
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Cost Factor

Basic Programs
Kindergart~n

and Grades 1, 2~ and 3
Grades 4, s. 6, 7t B. and 9
Gtade s 10, 11, and 12

1. 234
1.00
1.10

Specia1 Exceptional Student Programs
Educable mentally retarded
Trainable mentally retarded
Physically handicapped
Phys ·ical & occupational therapy, part~ti me
Soeech and hearing therapy, part-time
Deaf
Visually handicapped, part-time
Visually handicapped
Emoti onally disturbed, part-time
Emotionally distrubed
Socially maladjusted
Soecific learning disability, part-time
Sencific learning disability
Gifted, part-time
Hospital & homebound, part-time

2.30
3.00
3.50
6.00
10.00
4.00
10.00
3.50
7.50
3.70
2.30
7.50
2.30
3.00
15.00

Special Vocational-Technical Programs
Vocational
Vocational
Vocational
Vocational
Vocational
Vocational

Education
Education
Education
Education
Education
Education

I
II
III
IV
V
VI

4.26
2.64
2.18

1.69
1.40
1.17

Special Adult General Education Programs
Adult basic education &adult high school
Adult community service *

1.28
.675

Base student allocation. -- The base student allocation is determined annually by the Legislature. For the 1976-77 school fiscal year, the base student
allocation 1s $754.51. However this allocation may be adjusted upward if
the appropriation exceeds the total amount earned by school districts.

* Not funded through FEFP for 1976-77.

STATE FUNDS
PUBLIC EDUCATION 1976-77
SU~MARY

Category
Florida Education Finance Program
Categorical Programs
General Programs
Community Schools
Education leadership Training
School lunch Program
Instructional Materials
Vocational Improvement Fund
Student Transportation
Transitional Programs
Bilingual Program
Driver Education
Elementary School Counselors
Occuoational and Placement Specialists
Safe Schools Program
.
Comprehensive Bealth Education Program
Exceptional Child Supoort Services (Diagnostic-Resource Centers)
Severely and Profoundly Retarded
Career Education
Student Develooment Services
District Environmental Education Program
Comprehensive School Construction and Debt Service

Amount
$994,655,646
(See next page)

1,612.392
None
3,953,239
10,366,617
None
41,798,855
None

None
None***
None***
None
961,700
585.000
832,000
None***
14,865,295***
270,954
81,133,990*
21,43Tt620*
55,528,1 79**

K-12 Capital Outlay and Debt Service
Visually Handicapped Resources (Instructional Materials Center)
146 ~000
* Public Education CaP.ital Outlay and Debt Service Trust fund in which the Gross Receipts Tax Trust
Fund is deposited. (For more details, refer to last ~aragra~h. page 16.)
** School Capital Outlay Amendment Program
*** Beginninq with 1976-77, the Student Develonment Services Program consolidates three previous transitional programs. (For More details, refer to footnote, nage 15.)

I
N

0
I
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Legal
il.uthorhat1on
228.071

229.545
236.122

228.195
236.083
233.069

'I976-77

Pv·ogv-am

Appropr-iat·ion

Title
Schoc l s
Educational Leadership Train1ng Programs
Instt~uctional Materials
Schoo1 Lunch Programs fur the Needy
Student Transportation
Vocational Improvement Fund
Coum'IUi'l i ty

$ 1»612,392
none

$10,366»617
s 3,953,239**
$41,798,855
none

Transitional Categorical Programs
Federal only
229.840

233.067
233.063
236.086
229.832
236.085
232.255
230.23(4)(n)

B111ngual Program (1973)*
Career Education (1974)*
Comprehensive Health Education Program
(1973)*
Driver Education (1973)*
(Program funded fn ba5ic FEFP. 1976-77)
Elementary School Counselors (1973)*
Exceptional Child Support Services (1974)*
(Regional Diagnostic-Resource Centers
for Exceptional Students)
Occupational Specialists and Placement
Specialists (1973)*
Safe Schools Program (1973)*
Severely and Profoundly Retarded (1973)~
Student Development Services (1976)*

noil2

none-cr••
$ 961,700
none
none**"'
$ 585,000
none***
none
$ 832,000
$14,865,295***

* Date of original authorization or 1973 whichever is later
** These funds used for state matching of federal food and
nutr.i tion funds
*** Beginning with 1976-77, the Student Development Services
Program consolidates three previous transitional categorical
programs; aa.ely, Elementary School Counselors, Occu~ational
Specialists and Placement Specialists, and Career Education.
Additional information is contained in

Appendi~

B.

A~y seecia1 allo~ati?n of state dollars tG _ ,~ -l3t~ ·! ct s i~_ad~etl to t ¥:a amount
d1str1buted to d1str1cts. One such a11oca'1;10il ·1s the Ul5tH"'tt Erwu·onmental Education Act of 1973 (Section 229 , 8055~ FS) as 6mended in 1975, This
act specifies that each distr·ict sc t~col board, ar.d each school pr·ir.c·ipa'l
through the district school board~ may submit to the Colmlissianei" a proposed program designed to effectuate em e~ei11piary e ~v.rir'Gi1mental education
project in the district. In practicep all 67 sthoo1 districts have par ticipated in the program each year and pr·oj ect funding has ranged from $500
to $10,000. During the 1976-1977 fiscal year th~re is a $270,954 approoriation to be distributed among propos~1 projects .

Another example is the provision of inst1ucticrwl rr.uterials f<H' the vis ..
ually handicapped of the State as provi ded in Se~t1o n 233.G56p Florida
Statutes. The aporopriation of $146ll000 (1976 ~ 197'1) fm~ the suppor t of
an instructional materials center is to provide materials for the visually
handicapped throughout the State. Still~ another exampia is the Adult
Comnunity Services Proqram for Coi1111unity Instructional Se;,vices ~;hich \'Jas
discussed earlier.

•

special

•

. ......
.,·'neat ions•

•

+

~ns ·ivl! schoo'i~~
conHruction, c~pHal
outlay, a debt ie~v i cQ
f unds (const1t<!tlon:Jl)

Article XII, Section 9(a), of the Constitution of t he State of Florida and
Section 236.084, Florida Statutes orovide comnrehensive school construction
and debt service funds to Florida school districts, along with specified
amounts to the Boards of Trustees of Community Colleges, the Board of Regent5
and the Board of Trustees of the Florida School for the Deaf and Blind.
The State Board of Education may allocate up to the amount authorized for
ap~roved capital outlay projects.
For 1976-77, $81,133,9~0 has been allocated for anproved caoital outlav nrojects for school districts. Of this amount $3,000~000 is for mu l ti-district
projects for exceptional student education ~ and of th ·is latter• amount g $50,000
is for orojects for students who are both deaf and blind . In addition for
1976-77, $21,431,620 has been allocated for app~oved caoital outlay Drojects
for designated area vocational-technicai centers.
·
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DISTRICT COS , DIFFERENTIAL FACTORS
1976-77
The Commissioner of Education shall annua lly compute for' each di stl'·i ,ct
the current year's district cost different ia l . In computing the distri ct
cost differential, the Co1m1issioner shall obtai n from tl1e ~ilost v·ecent pub··
lication of the Florida pr ice level index prepared by the Department of
Administration each district's price level index. Each district's pri ce
level index shall be multiplied by 0.008. To this product shall be added
0.200. The resulting sum shall be the cost differential for that district
for that .vear.
Alachua -~~---~-------~-Baker-------------------Bay---------------------Bradford----------------Brevard-----------------Broward-----------------Calhoun-----------------Charlotte---------------Citrus------------------Clay--------------------Collier-----------------Columbia----------------Dade--------------------DeSoto-------------------

Dixie--~~-------------- - -

Duval-------------------Escambia----------------Flagler-----------------Franklin----------------Gadsden-----------------Gilchrist---------------Glades------------------Gulf--------------------Hamilton----------------Hardee------------------Hendry------------------Hernando----------------Highlands---------------Hillsborough------------Holmes------------------Indian River------------Jackson-----------------Jefferson---------------Lafayette----------------

0.98096
0.96072
0.95072
0.93832
0.98200
1.03216
n.97048
0.97976
0.96904
0.99640
1.02848
0.95816
1.05912
0.95656
0.95352
1.00168
0.94864
1.02992
0.93824
0.94240
0.95984
1.00120
0.94384
0.96568
0.94952
0. 98480
0.95904
0.96400
0.97280
0.91696
1.01976
0.94496
0.97936
0.92992

0.97224
1.00992
Leon---------~----------- 0.97792
Levy--------------------- 0.94440
Liberty------------~----- 0.94472
Madison------------------ 0.93896
Manatee- - --- - --------~-~- 0.99160
MarionQ - ~ --c~ - ---- 0 --- - -- 0.95688
Martin-----~~------------ 1.02784
Monroe------1.07408
Nassau--u·-----G·-------- 0.97680
Okaloosau~- - 0 ~-- ~- - Q ~-~-- 0.96856
Okeechobee- ------ ~- - ~ ---- 0.95872
Orange--~~- ~ ~ -- --~-~ ~ - - -- 0.96176
Osceola---~-~~ ----------- 0.93048
Palm Beach----~ ~ - ~ --~-~-- 1.03536
Pasco-------- ------- - ---- 0. 94632
Pinellas-------- -------- ~ 1.00088
Palko-------------------- 0.94208
Putnam-------- ----------- 0.93456
St. Johns---------------- 0.96072
St. Lucie----Q-------~--- 0.98808
Santa Rosa--------------- 0.95776
Sarasota----------------- 0.98584
Seminole----------------- 0. 96176
Sumter------------------- 0. 98696
Suwannee---------- -~- - ~ -- 0.92056
Taylor------------------- 0.93720
Union- ------------------- 0.93880
Volusia------------------ 0.98240
Wakulla---~-------------- 0.95272
Walton------------------- 0.93824
Washington-- ----------- -- 0.92568
Lake-~----~- ~- - - - ~ -~--- - -

Lee-- 0 ------~-~-- ~ ----- ~ -

0

---- -

------
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EDUCATiONAL TRAIN ING
Section 236.081'1, F.S. ---

Educ~tional

Ti"c!lrling_

Each school board shall develop and maintain an educational tra i ning program. Funds appropriated to the school districts fur the purposes of this
section shall be used exclusively for educational training programs meeting
criteria established by the Department of Education .
When a district has an approved teacher education center, the inservice programs shal I be conducted in accordance with the provisions of the Teacher
Education Center Act of 1973, as amended.
Sectior. 236.081(4), F.S. ---Educational Training E::penc!_iture
Five dollars oer fu)l-time equivalent student shall be expended for educationi'il trainin9 nrograms as determined by th.e d"istr··ict schoo·l board as provided in Section 236.0811, F.S.
If a district has an aooroved teache~ educat~on center, at least $3.00 of
the $5.00 shall be expe~ded as provided in the Teacher Education Center
Act of 1973, as amended.
In A~qust, 1975, General Counsel of the State Board of Education issued the
following ruling concerning the legal expenditure of the three dollars per
full-time equivalent student in each district which has an approved teacher
education center .
General counsel interprets Section 236.081, Florida Statutes, to
mean that three dollars ($3) of the five dollars {$5) will be
expended for inservice personnel training through the approved
teacher education center. Each district participating in multicounty collaborative arrangements must expend all its three dollars ($3) per full-time equivalent student for inservice personnel
training through the one approved teacher education center as
designated by the coooerating districts.
General Counsel would, however', sanction an accounting p~·ocess where
districts in multi-district organizations aliocate a11 three dollar·s
($3) per FTE to the one designated teacher t~ducation center
wi th the condition a 1 recommendation t hat a portion of the a 11 ocation be returned to the district for the main tenan~e of local comprehensive inservice training programs. The amount to be reapportioned should be designated by the partic1oating districts, recommended by the one state approved teacher education center council,
approved by the desiqnated school board through the Superintendent,
and used exclusively for inservice personnel training meeting master
nlan criteria.

APPENDIX B
Chart I

••ooooooooo

Chart II

Chart III
Chart IV

• ••oo ••• ••

oo o o o o o • •

•oo • o•oooo

Distribution of School Systems by
current expenditures, 1973-74.
Current Expenses for large urban
school districts in the State of
Florida.
Average Annual Salary for Classroom
Teachers, 1975-76 .
Annual Current Expenditures Per
Pupil in Average Daily Membership,
1975-76.
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OF SELECTED SCHOOL SYSTEMS

DISTRIBUTIO~

BY CURRENT EXPENDITURES

Total

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•

0

•

0

•
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•
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•
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•
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Alaska
California
Colorado
Connecticut
••
District of Columbia
Florida ••••••
Hawaii •••••
Idaho ••••••••
Iowa
Kansas ••••
Minnesota
Missouri
Montana...
•••••••
New Mexico •••••••••••
North Dakota •••••••••••
Oklahoma ••••
Rhode Island
South Dakota
Utah •••••
Wisconsin ••••••••
Wyoming •••••
•

SOURCE:

SELECTED STATES

Total
operating
systems

State

u.s.

Foa

•

•

4f

Medium
expenditure
per pupil

16,338

$ 1,008

126
1,045
181
165

669
1,094
1,236
1,143
1,482
991
1,302
831
1,106
1,165
1,150
990
869
974
976
765
1,237
960
1,000
1,130
1,291

l

67
1

115
451
309
38

Lf

576
650
88
336
637
40
220
40
434
60

U.S. Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare, National Center for Education
Statistics, Education Directory 2 1973-74:
Public School Systems, and preliminary data.
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FACTS ABOUT THE BUDGET AND
EXPENDITURES - ALL FUNDS

1975-76
CURRENT EXPENSE (OPERATING AND SPECIAL REVENUE FUNDS)
DUVAL

PER FTE*

$136,910,395

$ 1,210

BROWARD

183,445,081

1,265

DADE

387,836,082

1,414

HILLSBOROUGH

145,177,473

1,223

ORANGE

103,975,710

1,179

PALM BEACH

103,899,791

1,407

PINELLAS

126,505,233

1,311

**

1,271

STATE AVERAGE

1976-77
DUVAL

$144,181,367

1,272

BROWARD

199,179,425

1,330

DADE

402,017,417

1,432

HILLSFiOROUGH

154,730,752

1,285

ORANGE

115,653,309

1,305

PALM BEACH
PINELLAS
STATE AVERAGE

**
125,547,471
**

**
1,292
**

*FTE ••••••••••• Full-time Equivalent Student
**Not available from the Department of Education
SOURCE •••••••••• The Duval County School Budget Publication, 1977.
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AVERAGE AN!'-iUhL SP:.LARY F C,H CLASSROOM
TEACHERS 197 5- 7 6 FOR SE!.-EC'i'ED STATES
IN THE SOUTHEt . .S'I'ERN UIHTED STATES.

STATE

Alabama

$10,507

Florida

10,496

Georgia

l 0, 622

North Carolina

11,165

South Carolina

9,904
10,299

Tennessee

Source:

National Center for Ed·J cation Statistics:
Statistics of Public Elementary and Secondary
Day Schools, Fall 1975, p. 36.

Chart IV

ANNUAL CURRENT EXPENDITURE PER PUPIL
IN AVERAGE DAILY MEMBERSHIP, 1975-76
FOR SELECTED STATES IN THE SOUrHEASTERN
UNITED STATES.

STATE

Alabama

1,038

Florida

1,298

Georgia

1,035

North Carolina

1,044

south Carolina

963

Tennessee

915

Source:

National Center for Education Statistics:
Statistics of Public Elementary and Secondary
Day Schools, Fall 1975, p. 36.
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WORKING PAPER # 5

"WHAT I S FLORIDA'S TAX EFFOR':r F OR EDUCATION?"

Where does Flor i da rank in conside ring t h e amo unt of money spent
on its sc hool system? An e f f o rt i s made to <1nswc r the question with
exact measurements in two papers f o r the I nstitute fo r Educutil) nal
Finance by Kern Al exander, University o f Florida pro fes sor, and
William E. Sparknu n , an assi s tant pro fessv :c at Kansa s State Uni ver ~; i ty.
They e~tplain the c omplicat e d ma themati c al f a ctor s invo l ved in gcttinq
a clea r answer. This article i s a digest l ) f thei r repo rt s :
Each state's money assigne d to its s chool has to be looked at
according to that state's ability to pay . To find this fiscal ability,
you have to look at a state's income and wealth and also at the potential
proceeds from varjous tax bases. You have to set an arbitrary rule of
measurement for all , in order to make the comparison po ssible.
First find the average of the state's total inc ome over a three-year
period. Then add a set amount, say one-tenth, of the value of its
tangible property, in order to get a rough value of the wealth and income
combined of each state to compare with diffe.ring totals from other states.
If the personal income of individuals in the state is used as a
factor, it means d i ffer e nt things in states where a personal income tax
is collected than it does in state s like ours. Not only does Florida not
have a personal income tax, we collect a high pro1~rtion of our tax
revenues on such items as direct sales taxes paid by non-residents who are
here as tourists only and aren't count ed as citizens of Florida for tax
uurposes.
This means we cannot make a comparison among states using only
personal income and property as the standards; we must find out about
potential revenue sources so as to see whether each state is contributing
all it can to the schools. So we set up a model tax plan. We find out
the base available for taxation in each state and then estimate the amount
each state could raise if a tax system which would be uniform throughout
the country could be applied.
What we're trying to find out is how much tax effort our state makes
compared to other states. We measure this by looking at the total of tax
collections, by checking how severe a burden each taxpayer has to pay, and
by finding the amount that is made available from the taxes the state collects
now. What we're looking for is the amount spent for education, compared to
the financial resources of the of the s tate in general.
I f we count the pupils by Average Daily Membe rship (ADM) in the schools
and estimate incomes according to federal personal income tax records and
then relate the figures to state and local expenditures, we can figure out
where Florida ranks among the states on that limited basis alone:
See Table I on following page.
Source :

Education Committee Guide No. 4, League o f Wome n Voter s of Florida
Publication No. 853, September, 1976.

-29TABLE I
State Tax Effort for Elementary and Secor~ary Education,
With Net Personal Inccme as Measure of Fiscal Ability,
and Rank, for S~1ected Large States, 197 3. (1)

State
Florida

Net Personal
Income Per
ADM (2)

$ 20,515

State & Local
Expenditure
Per ADM

$

State
Effort

State
Effort
as \ of
u.s. Ave. ( 3)

782

.0381

78\

45th

Georgia

15,599 .

697

.0435

89\

36th

North Carolina

15,735

647

.0411

84\

41st

Pennsylvania

20,602

1,069

.0519

106%

17th

Ohio

18,550

844

.0477

97%

26th

New York

25,554

1,481

.0580

11.8%

6th

Mich1gan

19,252

1,:!..14

.0579

118%

7th

I

(1)

Source •••••• William Earl Sparkman, The Relationship Between Selected Socioeconomic
Variables and State Effort to Support Public Schools, Ph.D Dissertation, University of Florida, 1975.

(2)

ADM ••••••••• Average Daily Membership of pupils in public schools.

(3)

100% •••••••• average

u.

I~

Rank
among
States

S. state.

-

-30Or, if we make up a uniform tax system and apply that t ~,st, Florida is in
even worse shape when compared to other states. The uniform tax structure would
include a personal income tax 1 corporate income tax at 8 f;crcent (Florida's is
at 5 percent with a $5 1000 initial exemption) 1 sales tax at G percent with no
exemptions, cigarette tax at 20 cents per pack and a liquor tax.
If we had these
taxes we'd obviously be getting a lot more revenue for scl:ools than we do now.
Our fiscal effort then comes out to 73 per cent of the United States average and
we rank 48th among the states, or two states from the bottom of all the states in
the country.
It is fair to use both sales tax and personal income tax in the
uniform tax system model because as of 1974 there were thirty-six states using both
tax sources at that time.

TABLE II
State Tax Effort for Elementary and Secondary
Education with Uniform Tax System as Measure of
Fiscal Ability, and Ranks, for Selected Large
States, 1973. (l)

-----

State

Balanced Tax
System Yield
Per ADM (ave.
daily membership)

Florida

$

41340

State & Local
Expenditure
Per ADM

$

Stdte
Effort

Sti.lte
Effort
as no of
u.s. Average
(100% - ave.)

Rank
1\monq
50
States

782

.1802

73%

48th

Georgia

3,048

697

.2287

92%

33rd

N. Carolina

21843

647

.2276

92%

34th

Pennsylvania

3,916

1,069

.2730

110%

lOth

Ohio

3,386

884

.2611

105%

15th

New York

5,526

1,481

.2680

108%

11th

Michigan

3' 558

1 ,114

• 3131

l26 9u

2nd

(l)

Source •.• William Earl Sparkman, The Relationship Between Selected
Socioeconomic Variables and State Effort to Support Public
Schools, Ph.D. Dissertation, University of Florida, 1975.
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-31DUVAL COU~TY SCHOOL BOARD
SOURCE AND APPLICATION OF FUNDS
G~NERAL (OPEKATING) FUNDS

1976-77
SOURCE OF FUNDS
UNEXPE NDED BALANCES FROM 197)-76
(1)

s

Un <:ommitteci Funds
Cocr~itted

For Outstanding Purchases

5,731,7lt.

2 ' 111,130
1,631.024

Inventory of Supplies

REVENUE
Federal Impact Aid (As a result of
military installations)

2,076,830
52,000

(2)

R.O.T.C. Reimbursement

(3)

State Fu."lds

85,124,898

Ad Valorem Taxes

36,890,72)

Delinquent Tax Collections

400,000

(5)

Interest on

750,000

(6)

~cimburs~mcnt

Investm~nts

from FJC for cGst conne ct ed
with using school buildings

Other Miscellaneous Sources pages 8 and 9 of Budget

336,0(;()

~ee

TOTAL FlJNDS A'JAILABLt:.:

612,417
$135,716, 7:-o

APPLICATION OF FUNDS
(7)

$ 89,998,)jj

Salaries
Employee Benefits (Includes Retirement
Contributions, Life Insurance and
Hospitalization)

(8)

Utilities (Electric, Gas, Water, Telephone.
Sewage and Other Utilities)
Pupil Transportation
Repairs to BuildL1gs \other than salaries)
Classroom and Office Supplies
Remodeling and Ccr.struction
Equipment ReplacL~ent
Community Schoolt
Data Processing Expense
Purchasing Charg~s City of Jacksonville
Legal Charges City of Jacksonville
Personnel Charges City of Jacksonville
Security Contract Intr~sion Alarm
Miscellaneous Items
To Replace Stock In Warehouse
Anticipated Purchase Orders Outstanding
At June 30, 1~17
Contingency For Unbudgeted Emergencies
TOTAL APPLICATION OF FUNDS

l4,669,2:J<j
4,120,)j<j
S,149,057
4,220,91.9
4,061,963
3,863,337
1, 724,374
746,000
6SS,OOO
160,000
7S,l07

87,421
229 •.678
599,1::.!.
1,631,024

2,111,130
1,614,2Cc
$135.716' 738

-32(1)

Largely due to unfil led positions plus additional funds not anticipated
(federal Impact Funds)

( 2)

Programs at 4 High Sch:x>ls

(3)

Inc ludes FEFP. plus sane categorical funds (s pecific grants )

( 4)

What 8 mills will raise locally

( 5)

Monies are received fn:lm state mnthly. Therefore mney is invested for
30 days with relatively low interest I"ates. 99\ of funds are invested - no
idle funds.

(6)

Adult Continuing Education Programs use schools and pay for cut-of-pocket

•

costs.
(7)

Comprise 81\ of total budget
Benefits :include: 9\ retirement plus S. 85\. Social Security

( 8)

Corrmunity School Program is not fully funded by State, only to extent of
$6,'l00 for each Cannunity Sclxx>l Coordinator. ~380,()00 canes fran local
ad valorem taxes and the remainins $366,000 from a state grant.

APPENDIX E
CHARLOTTE/MECKLENBURG, NORTH CAROLINA
SCHOOL DISTRICT GOALS
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Following are some public education goals
and a statement about the program related
to those public education goals which were
developed by citizens in Charlotte, North
Carolina:
Elementary and Secondary Education
General Goal:
To insure that we reach the highest quality education possible for each child,
we must maintain an integrated system of education and increase individual and
community support of the school system.
Specific Goals:
1. ·

Emphasize the further development of communication skills such as writing
and reading, speaking and listening.

2.

Establish a stable and equitable pupil assignment plan acceptable to the
guidelines of the courts.

3.

Increase alternatives to tr·aditional academic curriculums and include more
vocational and specialized skill programs, with emphasis on direct or
on-the-job learning techniques.

4.

Increase the quality of teacher and staff performance by:
developing and instituting methods for periodic performance evaluation.
providing monetary raises based on merit, education level, and
increased responsibility.
prov iding subsidy for teacher recertification.
providing incre ased study and continuing education opportunities
for teachers and staff.

5.

Insist all Charlotte Mecklenburg schools be accredited.

6.

Improve the quality and quantity of professional counseling services at all
levels in the public schools.

7.

Distribute the educational resources of personnel, money and equipment to
all schools base d on ide ntified needs.

8.

Increase the opportunities for more students to participate actively in
school-related programs, including student maintained tutoring programs,
intramural and inter-scholastic programs, and policy decision-making
procedures.

9.

Increase substantially the utilization of school facilities for properly
supervised community use.

10.

Establish an on-going diagnostic program, beginning at the pre-school level,
to identify and respond to individual learning styles and rates, as well as
to emotional, physical and intellectual problems.

11.

Provide child development centers for pre-school children and tie these
centers into the educational system.

12.

Abolish sexism in all education and require the school system to follow
Title 9 guidelines, with special emphasis on equalizing athletic
opportunities for girls.

-34Progress Toward the Goals :
The first priority goal in Elementary and Secondary Education, a unanimous
choice throughout the community, is to emphasize the further development of
communications skills. Many steps have been taken within the public school
system and considerable progress has been made toward achieving the goal.
Among these actions are:
a language arts guide fo ~ all grades has been prepared. It represents
student needs rather than grade level placement and provides specific
measurable objectives for four broad levels covering all communications
interrelated skills areas: listening, speaking, writing, language, print
and non-print media.
- a reading assessment team is conducting a system-wide tabulation of
materials, teaching techniques and organizational patterns to be used by
a newly established reading director and others in assessing progress in
this area.
- reading laboratories have been established at all elementary and junior
high schools and are now in full operation. Reading workshops for faculties
are held by staff specialists.
Recent test reports from third and sixth grade testing show a steady rise in
reading scores, which is a measurable indication of progress in the goal.
The second priority goal for Elementary and Secondary Education has been achieved.
It called for establishing a stable and equitable pupil assignment plan acceptable
to the guidelines of the courts. Through a commendable demonstration of cooperation
by members Df the school staff, the school board and citizens, the years of
instability and federal court direction of the Charlotte Mecklenburg school system
ended in June, 1975. Our schools, policies and procedures now serve as a model for
many other cities seeking solutions to similar problems.
Major progress has been made toward the third priority goal. There can be no doubt
about the school system's efforts to emphasize more vocational and specialized
training. Any high school student anywhere in the system can be enrolled in any
specialty anywhere in the system, and there are now 167 specialty programs being
offered. Some of those added for the current year include cosmetology, word
processing, electronics, food services and horticulture. In addition there is an
on-going career awareness program in the elementary and jun.i or high schools with
emphasis in grade seven through nine with a program called "bread and butterflies".
In other areas as well there are indications of a willingness on the part of the
school board and staff to respond to the community goals. The Superintendent of
Schools designated 1975-76 as "The Year of the Community" for the public schools,
and many projects and activities have been carried ~ut to broaden the scope of
school-community relations.
The schools are moving well on a diagnostic program developed in conjunction with
the statewide Pre-kindergarten Screening Program. Field testing has been completed
and kindergarten testing will be done near the opening of school in the fall of 1976.
Thus, goal ten has also been achieved. And progress continues in the others.

APPENDIX F
GOALS OF EDUCATION
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The precec!ing section discussed the ;.>ubiic education network and the people it serves. This section
education in terms of its content.

discussr~s

GOAL 1. Basic Skills.
All Floridians must have the opportunity to master the basic skills for
communication and compu tation (listening, speaking, reC.iding, writing and arithmetic). Basic skills are
fundamental to success.
GOAL 2. General Education.
All Floridians shall have the opportunity to acquire the general
education fund amental to career and personal development and necessary for participation in a
democratic society . This inc ludes skills, attitudes and knowledge for generat problem-solving and
survival. human relations and citizenship, moral and ethical conduct, mental and physical health,
aesthetic, sci entific and cultural appn. c::iation, and environmental and economic understanding.
GOAL 3. Vocational Competencies.
All Floridians shall have the opportunity to master vocational
cornpet1 ·ncies necessary for entry level employment by the time they leave full time education. For
persons who continue formal educ<dion through advanced or professional programs, vocational
competer 1cies will be in areas of professional employment. Vocational education shall be continuously
rev iewed to assure that Florida's needs for workers are met and that individuals can secure further
training needed for career advancement.
GOAL 4 . Professional Competencies.
Floridians with demonstrated interest, academic background
and aptitude shall have the opportunity to acquire professional competencies necessary for
employment in a profession and to update their competencies periodically. Programs of professional
studies shall be org~nized to assure that Florida's and society's needs for professionals are met.
GOAL 5. Advanced Knowledge and Skills.
Floridians with demostrated interest, academic
background and aptitude shall have the opportunity to acquire advanced knowledge and skills in the
acildemic disciplines or other special 1zed fields of study and to update their knowledge and skills
penodically. Programs of advanced academic t1·aining shall be organized to meet Florida's and society's
needs for highly trained spec1alists.
The public education network shall seek solutions to local,
GOAL 6. Research and Development..
regional, state and national problem:; through organized research and development. Research and
development shall be organ1zed to solve pressing problems and to expand the store of knowledge in all
areas of human endeavor, including education.
GOAL 7. Recreation and Leisure Skills.
F oridians shall have the opportunity to pursue recreation
and leisure skills which satasfy the recreation 11 and cultural needs of individuals in areas outside of
general c~ ducat i on.
The abo .'" set of goals defines the scope of Florida's commitment to public education. The order of
presentat tr JO indicates the priority arnong the goals. However, the goals are mutually supportive and
depende ., . upon each other .
These guols provide the framework fm planning and evaluating services provided by institutions of the
public education network Planning ;h1d evaluation should address both the quantity and quality of
educatinn.'ll services. In situations wh ·.·re national comparisons are relevant to these goals, Florida will
seek to •-chieve performance levels above the n tional average.

APPENDIX G
Letter from State Department
of Revenue to Duval County
Property Appraiser
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WILLIA"' R . CAV£. OHH.CTON
CIVIIoiON 0 , AD VAI..OR£1ol TAX

IOSTR ... uC,HN

LIIECU T IV£ OIHECTOH

Honorable Robert A. Mallard
Duval County Property Appraiser
Room 102, Courthouse
Jacksonville, Florida 32201
Dear Mr. Mallard:
Pursuant to the duties and responsibilities imposed upon me
by Section 195.097(1), F.S., and other laws and rules
pertaining to ad valorem tax administration , notice is
hereby issued that defects exist within the 1976 Duval
County real property assessment roll.
Thu defects were determined after considering all available
information and are listed below according to property
class i fication.

PROPER'l'Y TYPE
Improved Residential

NA'rURE OF DEPECT:

SOURCE:

Assessments do not reflect full and
just value as required by Section
193.011, F.S.

It was determined from improved residential
parcels that sold during 1975 and a cost study of
new homes in Duval County that the index applicable
to the cost approach in use by the pr6perty appraiser
~ocs not refl~ct full and just value.

CORRECTIVE ACTION
iillCOMMENUED:

Determine local cost index by using
1976 construction cost in Duval County.
Apply this index to current base rate to
determine the -proper adjusted base rate.
Analyze current market data and apply
this market data properly to eliminate
inequities that occur in various age

-37-

<Jroups of existin<J r0sid~ntial prop~rty.
Uupreciatio~ should be applied properly
by analy~ing currunt condition of
existiny res~dential ~roperty.
REQUIREMENTS:

of the i~ctors outlined
in Section 193.011, F.S., in light of current
market conditions to secure a just valuation
for all property and to provide for uniform
dssessments between properties.

Consid~ration

PROPERTY TYPE
Vacant Residential And Improved
R~si~~ntia1

NATURE OF DEFECT:

SOURCE:

~~nd

V~lu~s

Assessments do not reflect full and
just value as required by Section
193.011, F.S.

It was determined from vacant residential
sales occurring in 1975 in various areas of
Duval County, that land assessments for vacant
residential and improved residential land do not
reflect full and just value.

CORRECTIVE ACTION
RECOMMENDED:

REQUIREMENTS:

Analyze appropriate market data,
keep current land sales files to provide
an acceptable means to ' estim~te land
value for vacant land parcels in Duval
County as well as land values for improved
parcels in the cost approach.

Consideration of the factors outlined in
Section 193.011, F.S., in light of current
market conditions to secure a just valuation
for all property and to provide for uniform
assessments between proper~ies.

You are reminded that Section 195.097(2), Florida Statutes,
requires that you reply within fifte~n days after receipt of
notice, but not later than February 1, 1977, as to your
intentions to comply or request an ll~ediate conference. If
a conference is requested, you may bring staff, counsel or
any information that you feel will help resolve or clarify
objections to the defects or requirements.
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Honorable Robert A. Mallard
Duval County Property Appraiser
Room 102, Courthouse
Jacksonville, Florida 32201
Dear Mr. Mallard:
Pursuant to the duties and responsibilities imposed upon me
by Section 195.097(1), F.S., and other laws and rules
pertaining to ad valorem tax administration, notice is
hereby issued that defects exist within the 1976 Duval
County real property assessment roll.
The defects were determined after considering all available
information and are listed below according to property
classification.
PROPEH'l'Y TYPE
Improved Residential
NATURE OF DEFECT:

SOURCE:

Assessments do not reflect full and
just value as required by Section
193.011, F.S.

It was determined from improved residential
parcels that sold during 1975 and a cost study of
new homes in Duval County that the index applicable
to the cost approach in use by the pr6perty appraiser
Joes not refldct full and just value.

CORRECTIVE ACTION
!illCOMMENOI::O:

Determine local cost index by using
1976 construction cost in Duval County.
Apply this index to current base rate to
determine the -proper adjusted base rate.
Analyze current market data and apply
this market data properly to eliminate
inequities that occur in various age

-38llonoraLh~

Hull~.c

t 1\. M.Jllanl

Payc 3

Pursuant to Section 195.097(2), Florida Statutes, I intend
to issue an Administrative Order no later than March 1,
1977
. •
Thank you for your attention and cooperation.
S~erely,

(/E~r~~~L
Executive Director

JES/GW/pd
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of' the
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'

Robert Schellenberg, Chairperson
Public Education Study Committee
Jo Alexander, Co-chairperson, Task Force oa the Federal Court br4er
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Andrew
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March, 1971
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510 Lomax Street • Jacksonville, Florida 32204
(904) 356 ... 4136
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of the
·
Public Education Study C~mmittee

Robert Schellenberg, Chairperson
Public Education Study Committee
Jo Alexander, Co-Chairperson, Task Force on the Federal Court Order
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-
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THE JACKSONVILLE COUNCIL ON CIT I ZEN I NV OL VEMENT
PUBLIC EDUCATION STUDY COMM I1rEE
TASK FORCE ON THE FEDE RAL COU RT ORD ER

INTRODUCTION:
The Board of Directors of the Jacksonville Coun c i l

o n Ci t izen

Involvement selected Public Education as one o f i ts maj o r
study areas for 1976-1977.

The Publ i c Edu c atio n Stu d y Co mmi tt e e

divided its work into three Task For c es:

a Task Fo r ce on the

Funding of Public Education; a Task Force o n Le arn in g ( Kin de rgarten- Grade Six); and a Task Force on t he Fe d e c a l

Court

Order.
The Board established a Management Te am t o gu id e the work of t he
three ' (3) task forces,

chaired by Robe r t

S c he llenber g .

He was

assisted by Mary Lou Short, Clanzel T. Brown, Genie Cooke, a n d
James C. Rinaman.
During the summer of 1976 the Management Team o f

the Public

Education Study Committee explored the scope o f wo rk which ea c h
Task Force would address.

The charge of t h e Managemen t

Team t o th e

Task Force on the Federal Court Order was :
lo

To understand the tenets of th e Fed era l
Order;

Cour t

2.

To discover the effects of th e F ed era l Court
Order on the School System a n d th e Community ; an d

3.

To make recommendations to assist t h e S c h o ol Sys tem and the Community in relationsh i p to planning
for the continued development o f q u a l ity integra t ion
education in Duval County.

-2TASK FORCE MEMBERSHIP:
A total of eleven (11) members actively participated in the work
All but one

of the Federal Court Order Task Force,

The Co-Chairpersons of

is a member of JCCI,

pa~ticipant

Task

t~e

Fo~ e e

were

The other Task Force members

Harold Gibson and Jo Alexander.
were:
Dr, George W. Corrick
James E. Deaton
John F. Gaillard
Jane McCull::tgh
Pam Paul

R.

P.

T.

Yo :..mg

Jolit3 Hi tchell
James C . R!naman
Genie Guul: e

The Comcittee was staffed by Andy Parker and assisted by Ida Cobb.
TASK FORCE ORGANIZATION:
The Federal Court Order Task Force met for the first time on
The Task Force held seven (7)

October 6, 1976.

fact-finding

sessions between October 13, 1976 and January 26, 1977.
During January, February and March 1977 the Task Force developed
con c lusions and recommendations based on its fact- f inding.
Resource Persons:
Nate Wilson
Gene Miller
Jack Nooney
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•
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•

Herb Sang ••••o~••o••••••

Larry Paulk ••...•••••..•
Francis Brown •••••••••••
Melton Threadcraft ••••••
Juanita Wilson •••••••••·
Ann Belote •••••••••••••.
Mike Halperin ••.•••••.•.
Robert Dore .•..•••••.•• o
Vera Davis •••o••o••••· ~ ·
Jessie Boddie .•••.•••••.
Joan Spaulding •.••••••..
Eddie Mae Steward •• . .••.

*

Site Visit

Former Boa r d of Public Instruction Member
Member, Board of Public Instruction
Member, Board of Public Instruction
School Superintendent
Assistant School Supt. for Admn. Affairs
Director for Pupil Transportation
Principal, Northwestern Junior High
Principal, Hendricks Elementary
Principal, Beauclerc Elementary
Principal, North Shore Elementary
Principal, Lola M. Culver Elementary
Principal, Ribault Senior High School
Principal, Rufus Payne 6th Grade Ce nter*
Principal, Harborvi ew Elementar y *
President, National Assu ~iatiun iur the
Advancement of Color e d People,
Jacksonville Branch

-3BACKGROUND:
In order to understand better the options available to the
Duval County School System and the total community with
regards to the development of a quality-integrated school
system, the following chronology is presented:
A CHRONOLOGY OF EVENTS OF FEDERAL COURT INTERVENTION IN DUVAL
COUNTY'S SCHOOLS
(Judge Bryan Simpson)

1960:

A case was filed in Federal
Court challenging the de jure
(by law) segregation of Duval
County's Schools.
SEparate schools for black~ and
whites were mandated by Florida's
1885 Constituti o n and several
legislative statutes.

Bryan Simpson)

1962:

Federal Court determined that
Duval County did indeed have a
"dual" sehoul system and ordered
a "plan" for the operating of
schools on a 11 non-racial basis".
(This o rder was upheld on appeal
in 1964)o

(Judge Bryan Simpson)

1963:

Federal Court ordered implementation of the School Board Plan
providing for:

(Judg~

(Judge Bryan Simpson)

1965:

1.

Integration of grades 1 and
2 in 1964 and 1 additional
grade each year until the
whole system was integrated
in 1974; and

2.

"Freedom of choice" which
&!lowed any child to transfer
to any school iu the system.

Only 60 black students (out of
30,000) were attending desegregated schoqls o Blacks in Baldwin
and the Beaches had to travel to
the core cit~ to schoolo
The
Duval County School Board consented to accelerate the desegregation process.

-41967:

(Judge Bryan Simpson)

t.

Federa~

Co~ rt foun d that the School
Board's P lan faile d to ~stablish a
Tbe Federal Court
unitary sys t:e:•t.
then o:de~ed u n eic hborbooci school
~ll

syste m for
"free d.) m uf

g~LJ~~

::_·;l•J.;.. .~e"

with out a

provisiu·il.

The S ch oo]

Board fai led to comply
an~ the Federal
Cv u r t order:"::. :. : ..•::: Duv.:2l County
s c !1 o r.· ... B o a r d ~~ ~~ g e i:.: E • E • vl • a n d the
Uni ~ e r sity af Ml a mi's Desegregation
Center t ~ h ~l0 & ~ 1e lop a plan with
whic h ~hey ~ uG~~ . uruply.

wit h tnis

GrJ2~

(Judge Bryan Simpson)

1969:

The Miami Des egregat ion Center's
11 P :L a n 11
f u r ).; 1..: ._• ..:; .::_ C c ·u :~ t y S c h o o 1 D e s e greg a ticn 0~s ~~~2d in Fede~al Court.

(Judge William A. McRae)

1969:

Ei.:s ht

n,o:a t.~l 3

L .. l.: c:.,

th e F e dc: ? al r.uurt
Boa rd to submi-c a
"Cc.mt-rt::li~ · n:;ive D"'seg:.::egation Plann
by Decemb er 1, 1969.
ol·de r ~:J.

tt:. E

3 c.ti0U .~

Concomitant with the development of
Duval Co un.:::;.' S ::~lOol Board's "Compreh e nsive Dc::.:;egr egaci u n Planli, Sup reme
Co u r t ,i e c i s i c i1 s :·t. and a t e J t h a t "pub 1 i c
sch oo .L . must com ·H1 2r~.:t: operating
uLitat y sch c::..1. E'YSi:t:::ms IHHEDIA'l'El.'l".
( J uJge William

A. McRae) 1969:

(Judge William A. McRae) 1970:

Fed Er~ l

C o ur ~ di ~c cted that conversion to a " uni~a ;: y" school system
take pla ce beginni n g in 1970 by
F eDr u c: 1.·y.

Teache r assi :.-;-,'li!<<:l!t ha.d to reflect a
ratio vf 70% 1;1r::Lte and 30% black in
every school.
Therefore, 1,500
teachers wet e reas si g ned by February 1.
Other e le ~e~~~iy schoo ls were p eire d
and clustered,
Ou August 6, 1970,
Federal Co urt ord~red pairing and
c lusterin g o ; a . h ~ o l u ~u d es~ greg ate
.:.:: l ~;,me n t a r y ~ ; ... L ,_, (..; : : .
T •- .::_ ...; _. ::.: d e: ;..· 1-;· 2 s
a p p e a l e d b y b c, t ~·. l~ ,:. ;;: c.\ n 1 ::. n t s ( S c h o u 1
Board) an d pla ia tiffs.
While the
appeal w as pending L >: Charlot:teMecklenberg ca se ~a s decided by the
U. S. Supreme Cou rt . This decision
defined "un ita::::1l'i ::t nd emphasized
now.
Once the Cha~l otte-Mec k lenberg
case was d eclded, the School Board
and plaintiffs g0t tOJether t u
n~gotia~8 d
plan ana resolve the
appeals of ~he August 6, 1970 Federal
Court Order·.

-5(Judge Gerald Tjoflat)

1971:

The School Board Plan was the result
of the compromise which was accepted
by the Federal Court .
Initiated
September, 1971:
Closing of 7 elementary
-

Fairfield
Isaiah Blocker
Ao L. Lei·lis
~ ~ East Jax. Elementary
Forrest Park
• -, , •• Mt. Herman
.•.. John E . Ford

11 9 •
u
#1 3.5 •••
0

-

1!105
#3 ~
11104
l/164

-

ff15!:.

schools~

0

0

00

0.

.·

0

0.

0

Closing o£ the Darnell-Cookman
Junior digh School
Tw en ty schools were clustered
and became one or two grade
schools
Creation of 6th grade centers
Creation of 7th grade centers
Massive pupil transportation
(Judge Gerald Tjoflat):

1971:

On August 11, 1971 the Fede ral Court
further order ed the pairing of Ribault
and Raines Hish Schools .

(Judge Gerald Tjoflat):

1971:

On August 23~ 1971 the Federal Court
further ordered the reopening of
Douglas Anders on as a Seventh Gr &de
Center "

(Judge Gerald Tjoflat):

1972:

The School Bo u rd Pl~n which subs tan tively implemented the Federal Court
Order was compl et ed this year.

(No Judge):

1975:

The Plaint iff s filed a Mot ion for
Further Relief and T8mporary
Restraining Order in Federal Cour t
on the 14th of November, 19 75 .
The
Federal Court has not acted on the
motion due to th e absence of a judge
on the bench of the Federal Court .
(The Federal Court is hea r in g crimin al cases only with the h el p uf
v i<.dt:illb jud g<-:!S uut:LI .

.:.1

jt~J~c;

.i..s

appointed to the bench in Jacksuuville)o
(See Appendix A).

--

-6( No Judge):

1975:

The Defenda ~ ts iiled a Motion in
Response t o the ~l~ intiffs' Motion
for F ;1rt n er : ~ t<L i;;::i an d Te:..·. po:cary
R e s t r a .i n i !! ~:: u r ':i <c' :r. .!:~.u d a 1'1o i: i on t: 0
Appro 7 e S ~- t e ,, f .; r t i~ e Con 3 i: ·.r. u c t i on
of Thr et::: £lu:. 2r.,.:. <:n·; S c h .:Jo ls and a
Motion to Cunsu li ~a te Hearings and
Relinqui~h JL r isJ iction on
November 2 4, :.975, (See Appendix A)

Judge):

1976:

Th e Defend ants filed a Motion to
Am e n d t h e i r i~ o -,,- 12 IJ !;, e r 2 4 , 1 9 '/ 5 11 o t i o u
by de 1 e t i r. g t h<: 1'1 c, t ~.o n to Approve
Sites for Con st ~u~tion of Three
Elementary S cL 0 ol s in order to reduce
the s c ope a rl d J. u, tr, t h of the hear in g
on the moti on s. (See App e ndix A)

(No

-7FINDINGS:
The Task Force on the Federal Court Order examined all the pertinent
data and developed the following findings:
The Faderal Court ordar df

J~1y

23, 1971:

The Court used the following source data to draw up
a "plan for the assignment of students to the Duval
County Schools on a non-racial basis": 1
The Duval County School Board

Desegre~ation

Plan.

The prior record of the school integration case
in Duval County from 1960 to the preeent.
The stipulations of the Plaintiffs and the Defendants and the evidence presented in the pre-trial
conference and two pre-trial hearines "
The argument of the lawyers.
The briefs which were filed as amicus curiae (friends
of the court).
The Court considered the School Board's Plan as "the foundation for
the remedial provisions" for its - Order sinee the School Board was
the ''body which had the primary responsibility under the law for
solving the problem of desegregation'' in the Duval County School
District. 2
In its findings or comments on the Duval County School Board's Plan
the Court observed that:
"The plan satisfactorily desegregates every
elementary school in the system.
That fact
is undisputed.
Through a technique of clustering, each elementary school would nave a
student body with 24% - 34% Negroes." 3
Six Junior High Schools were fully integrat~d
and not affected by the School Board 1 s Plan. 4
Northwestern and Sandalwood Junior High Schools
would be left as virtually one-race schools
which the Court found constitutionally permisable. 5 The remaining Junior High $chools were
clustered and would be integrated with a 21% 34% black student enrollment in each school. 6

I
2
3

4
5
6

Federal Court Order: 4598-Civ-J, p~ 14.
Hereinafter, the Federal
Court will often be referred to as 'the Court' and the Federal Court
will often be referred to as 'the Order'.
Ibid.
Ibid, p. 15.
Ibid, p. 21.
Ibid, pps. 22-23.
Ibid, p. 25.

-8The High Schools, with the ex ception of R~ines
and Ribault High Schools, 11 wotd. J est:a~lish
I
";I
black enrollments ranging f !: :J 711 71~ ~, <+ 0 /; 1 • i
The Federal. Court

~ntered

an order on Julj

broad scale school desegregation in Duval

2~~

1971 which indicated

Gu~nty

in

Scptembe~

1~71.

The Order required:
Section A

The grouping of all elementary SLhools
(grades 1 - 6) into twenty-on ·= "cluaters11 •
The Court allowed the School Distric~ the
discretion to create Sixth G~ade Ccnte~s.a

Section B

The clustering of Junior High Schools (grades 7 - 9)
into five clusters includin g 4 Seventh Grade Centers.
(A fifth Seventh Grade Center was creaced by an
additional order dated August 2J~ 1971.)9

Section C

The pairing of

Section D

The conversion of Stanton Hig h S chool to a vocational
and career center for stud en~s throughout the Duval
County Schools.ll

Section E

The closing of eight sc hools:
and one Junior High School .12

Section F

The continuation of a policy which allowed majority
students to transfer to minor ity schools.l3

Section G

The School Board to pur chase lOO buses immediately
before the start of the 1971-72 school yearp and 150
additional buses as soon as the appeal of the Court
Order was disposed of.l4

Section H

That all previous orders and judgments would remain
in effect unless they confli ct with this or de r.
Thusj
the 70% White - 30% Black teacher ratiu remained in
effect.l5

Section I

That the Federal Court retain jurisdiction of
case.l6

7 Federal Court Order:
4598-Civ-J, P. 25.
8 Ibid, pps. 28
35.
9 Ibid, pps~ 35 - 37.
10 Ibid, p. 37
11 Ibid, p. 37

-

Ribault and

Raine~

'l
High Schools. l u

seven el ementa ry schools

12 Ibid, pps.
37
13 Ibid~ p. 38.
14 Ibid, p • 33.
15 Ibid, p. 38.
16 Ibid~ p. 38.

~

38.

the

-· S··-

(I

Sub s e q uent Fe der a 1 C o u r t Ord � 1:_g_ . c e., 'I 11 , r e d :
Raines High School (#165) aaJ �ibAur+ Biah School
(#96) be paired and that ��ay wo�I� �A�e an antl
cipated black enrollment 0{ 5�� &NJ 57% rec�e,t;vely,
Further, seniors would h�ve the option of whic�
school they would at�end� (AYgu�+ 11, 1�71)
Douglas Anderson (#10)) te reopeN as a Seventh Grade
Center whJ.ch would s2rvt=-: the. seve.n+h g1'":�de .:s-:e-u.d.el.'-J+s
fr om Darn e 11- Co o km a :1 J 1.: r.;. �- 0 ;_ · H .i. 8 h S ch_ o o I. Ul-l t/.� �
which would be closed, fsi.:.ngtcn Jt..{t.Jtor. High School
(#213), and Fort Caroline Juniur Uljh S�hLol (J�Jg;.
The Co,.1rt s.ntici;i2.::ed t:l.s:.:' b1ack etJ.r:-c(I m.eni:. 1(1} these
schools would be be1:w,::er. 207-, - 2..7%:.. lA.IA8l:f3i.:. 23 .1971) l8
_;
Previous Fe C! er al Co u r c Ord E. ·i: b
required:

(v/h:rc h_a ce. _§j-;. i_i'___). :·, ___ !€.-ff e.c..-f.-)

An Annual Report o� pupil asai�u�euL Le su0niccu�
the Court,
An Annual Report on teacner auu staff assignment t2
submitted to the Court
That the Court approve all new

'

.. �31.tes,

SCLiOO�L

Present Le ga 1 Status of Uie :1L(J.)l 23-;i,1'.-·l_!Jl±:._

f 121;le.-ca2 _f ,jc£ c

The Federal Court Ordered:
An end to dejure (by law) scg=�;at�on in the Duv��
Count y Sch o o 1 Di s tr i c t a f t e r 1n u 1· e ,:: l:t �;. n a o. 12 ,.: ad e:: o i
legal actiono
Specific actions that weze substantively complied wiLb
in 1972 when the Duval County 3chuol District. im?lemeu
ted the Court Ordert:d Dcsegrcgai.:.1.c.,u Pl.s.n,
That the jurisdiction of the School Integratic� Ordc�
in the Du val County Schoo 1. Di L> ti' ic t ,;-10-u 1 d be re t.:: .:.ne (:
by the Court.
How-'.�·,er, L.hE: fi'ec!��l�'a. .l Cou:r::: in �10,: :�:1.:,_, ..
vening in the policJ · 01.· ope:;:at: Lu,1s of the Du\,ul 1...:,):.2'.!.:1.,
School DistricL
The continuation ,f the An2.ual R'-:!ports 011 pupil ,E::1
teacher and staff assignment ifi ch� D�val Cuuuty
School District 1:
tlie Cou:..·t.
Tlie Cou.ct h"'-s i.wi.:
.:,1
mented on them to Jate.
That the Court would uppruv0
l7 Federal Court Order:
18 Ibid, p, 43.

4598-Civ-J, p. 41.

J

-.LU-

Since the July

23, 1971 Federal Court Ordsr:

The plaintiffs in the original Fede~al Co~rt case have
filed a ''Motion f o r Further Relief and Te~p o ~ary Restraining
Order".
This was filed ur-. Nove mber 1 4, ~.975.
Acti o n by
the ~ederal Court on this motion has b~ 2 n C~l~yed due to
the a b sen c 2 of a Federal j u d g e on the D "· '' t: !." :: -::. :.: C v u::: ·;: 3 r:: n c h
in Jacksonville's District Co urt .
This Motion for Further Relief and les~ oh 2~; ~as~~~~uing
0 r de r 1 is t s nine ( 9) a 11 e g e d vi o lB. t l c ·-. s t. o -;: t..:: c. J~:. g ::.:::.a 1
Federal Court Order for Scho 0 l Inceg~ ~- ~-~ i~ L~~J l Cuunt y.
(See Appendix A).
The defendants in the original Fed e r al C~urt ~ a=~ (the
School Board) have filed a ''Response To Pl ~ i~ tifi 1 s Mot ion
For Further Relief and Temporary Restrai ~ing O rd e ~; ' ; a
"Motion to Consolidate Hearings and Re1.irLq ; ::~sh J;.: ;~isd:i.c tion on November 14, 1975.
The scatus ci thos s mot ions
before the Court is the same as th e statu s c~ t~ e Plain t i f f ' s
Motion. (See Appendix A).
These motions by the defendants asK th~ Co~~ t t o :
(a) deny
the plaintiffs 1 "Motion for Further Rel isf and Ten~? or at·y
R e s t r a in in g 0 r d e r " ; ( b ) c on s o 1 i d a t e a 1 ~- p r:: n d i n g he & 1: in g s
relative to this issue before the Court t ~ expedite r~so
lution of the issue; and (c) approve con scr u c tion of three
elementary schools ,
On February 23, 1976, the defendants filed ~ mo tion to withdraw the section in their No ve mber 24? 1 :1 7 5 . iv :: :.. ·, :-, re:gar d i ng
approval of construction of thre e el em2 ~ t dry sch0 cl o i n order
to expedite the final hearing on the iss~ e. (Se e Attachme nt A) .
Pupil Population Dat a :
The Task Force has examined the pupil pop ulat i on
Courity School District since
and found:
(a)

the :Uuval

the Federal Court Uruer was issued

19

The percentag e s anticipated b y the Fsde:al Cuurt in the
Federal Court Order for elementary sch ao !s were n e ver met
except for isolated incidences.
The School Year 1973- 74
was the most successful year for compli ance w ith the Co urt
anticipated percentages.
Since that school yea r the le vel
of compliance has declined ,

l9 See Attachment D -

Chart III.
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TABLE

NUMBER OF ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS MEE'l'ING ANTICIPATED
NON-wHITE PUPIL PERCENTAGES PLUS OR MllillS THREE
PERCENT.

1

75 SCHOOLS ***
ELEMENTARY
SCHOOL
CLUSTER

1
2
3
4
5
6

7
8
9

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17

18
19
20
21

NUMBER OF
SCHOOLS IN
CLUSTER*

ANTICIPATED
PERCENTAGE
BY FEDERAL
1971-72
COURT **

SCHOOL YEAR
1972-73

0

2

0

1

0
0

0
1

0
0

1

2

2

0
1
2
2
3
1
1
4
0

2
1
1
1
0
3
1
1
3
1
3
2
2
4
1

0
3
1

1

2
2
0
4
1

16

26

29

23

19

20

25%

2
2

24%

0

2
1
1

25%

0

0

3
4
6
3
3
3
3
4
3

1
1

0

33%
30%
34%
31%
31%
35%
34%

0
0
0

33%

0

34%
15%
34%

TOTALS------------------------9~

2

1

0
0

4

4

I

0

! 4

0
1

0
2
0
1

0
0
3
0
2
3
1

1
1

0
0
1
0
0
1
1
0

1
1
0
2
0
0
2

1
3
0
1
4

* Sixth Grade Centers have been excluded.
** Schools were categorized by the non-white student percentage anticipated by
the Federal Court plus or minus 3 percentage points.
*** The Federal Court only assigned 75 schools to a cluster which were used as
elementary schools (excluding Sixth Grade Centers).

Source:

1976-77

1
1
1
1

4

5

1975-76

1

2
4
5
4
2

4

1974-75

1
1
0

34%
30%
25%
34\
34\
30%
32%

5
4

1973-74

Attachment B; Chart of Percent of Non-White Students by Cluster, By
School, By Year.

0
1
0
0
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
2
0

0
1
0
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(b)

That when the 1976-19 7 7 non-w h i te vupil population data is
compared to p tcvious s~hoc! years , che trend is toward
increased percenta8es of no n -white pupils in ~lement ary
schools and tow~ ~ d less dec reas ~ d percen c ageG cf white
students in elementary 3chools.

COMPARIS 0N OF NON-WHITE PUPI L POFUL~riGN
PERCENTAGES IN 1976-7'l WITH 1972-13, l973-74j
197~-75
and 1975-76.
JIJUMEER OF' SCHOOLS WITH AN I NC'R~.~ SE

Table 2
School Year
Compared
with 1976-77

5

10

15

20

2'3

30

35

40

45

55

50

55

(c)

That when non-white pupil population data is ex amined in
relation to the court's anticipated percentages for elementary
schools in each cluster the trend is significantly away from
those anticipated percentages.
Th i s trend was examined by
finding the deviation of the non-white pupil pop ulation of each
school from the Court's anticipated percent a ge of its cluster
for that school year.
Each school year's standard deviation
(degree of ~ariance) can be compared to dis cer n the trend of
movement away from the Court's anticipated percentage of
non-white pupils in elementary schools.

Table 3

Standard
Deviation

STANDARD DEVIATION OF NON-WHITE PUPIL
POPULATION PERCENTAGES FOR ELEMENTARY
SCHOOLS FOR SELECTED SCHOOL YEARS
(Standard Deviation is the most common used indicator
of dispersion)
SCHOO L YEAR
1971-72 1972-73 1973-74 1974-75 1975·-76 1976-77

so = 12.6 SD = 9.5 so = 10.1 so= 10.3 SD = 11. E SD

= 12 . 5

NOTE:

The standard deviation is high for 1971-72 because the
Court Order was not fully implemented unti l 1972-73
school year.

SOURCE:

Annual Reports filed by the Duval County School Board
with the Federal Court.
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(d)

That when non-white pupil population data of Sixth Grade
Centers is examined in relation to the Court 9 s anticipated
percentage for Sixth Grade Centers t he tre nd is moving away
from the Court's anticipated percentages.
Thi s is especial! y
crue from the 1973-74 school year onward.

·-·- -------

STANDARD DEVIATI Ci~ '..: !··' r~ ON -WHITE
PUPIL POPULAT E >rJ Fl:R c-iJ::TH GRADE
CENTERS FOR S FLEC':~ED St
· - -·'---..,...,
SCHOOL Yt~Ali

Table 4

~

. )

-

1971-72
Stan·dard
Deviation
SOURCE:

(e)

so

1972-73

= 21.0 SD = 7.5

1973-74

so

= 5.3

1 9"','-'t -~/:

lS7S-7G

SD -· c:-'•
·- ·

,.

1976-7

SD

= 7. l

Annual Reports filed by the Duve.l Ccu,
with the Federal Court.

That when non-white pupil population data oi the Junior High
Schools is examined in relation to the Co ~rti s anticipated
percentages for Junior Highs the trend see ms to be stable
since the 1974-75 school year.
Table 5

STANDARD DEVIATION OF NGN-WlliTE
PUPIL POPULATION FOR JUNIOR HIGH
SCHOOLS FOR SELE CT~ D YEARS
SCHOOL YEAR

----------------------

1971-72
Standard
Deviation
SOURCE:

1972-73

SD = 19.9 SO= 6.3

1973-74
SD

= 7.7

1974--75
SD

Annual Reports filed by th e Duval
with the Federal Court.

~

8.2
Ccu~ty

1975-76
~D

~

8.1

1976-7
SD ,~ S.l

Schoo l Eoard

(i)

That the percentage of non-white pupil population of Six ~ h
Grade Centers is much higher than in ele r.1enta ry scho u ls (s ee
Appendix B).

(g)

That the range of percentage of non-white Junior High School
students anticipated by the Federal Court has been met by on ly
two Junior High Schools (see Appendix C).

(h)

That a significant number of students exit the Duval County
public school system at the end of Grade 5 (see Appendix D).

(i)

That the present pupil transportati on system was de s igned to
meet the Court Ordered Desegregation Pla n and it places the
burden of busing on black children.
Must black c h ildre n are
bused out of their neighborhoods during g r ades 1 - 5 while
most white children are bused out of their neighborhoods
to attend a sixth or seventh grade ce nt2r on ly.
Fell.· t he mos \:
part, students attend Junior and Senior High Schools in or
near their neighborhoods.

-14(j)

That there are more schools with a much higher or lower
white-black teacher and staff ratio than the 70% - 30%
ratio required by the Federal Court.

~----------------------------+-----------------------------------------------~·'

NUMBER OF SCHOOLS:
NON-WHITE
TEACHERS AND STAFF BY SELECTED
PERCENTAGE RANGES FOR SCHOOL
YEAR 1976-77

TABLE 6

RANGE OF PERCENTAGE
OF NON-WHITE TEACHERS
AND STAFF FOR ALL
SCHOOLS IN THE
1976-77 SCHOOL YEAR
ALL
SCHOOLS

ELEMENTARY
SCHOOLS

6TH GRADE
CENTERS SECONDARY

Over 33%

35

9

14

12

27% - 33%

37

29

2

6

Under 27%

57

38

0

19

Source:

Annual Report (1976) filed by the Duval County
School Board with the Federal Court.
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CONCLUSIONS:
It is the purpose of this Task Force o n

t he

F ~ 6~~?1

to raise the relevant issues regarding the e f {uc t
Court Ordered Desegregation Plan has had en
the community.

With this purpose in min a ,

Federal Court Order makes the followi n g

t~L
~h2

Co u r t

Order

t h at the Federal

sc hool sys t em and

!Ksk Force on the

conclu~ i G~s;

Once the Duval County School Distr i c t i llip lemented
the Fed 8 r a 1 Co :1 r t 0 r de r e d Des e g re f::; a t i ~ n i ' J .::1 u 9 th e
legal s~atus of the school d is t r i ~L ce ased to be
a de jcre (by law) segreg a~e J di s t ~i~t ~ nrl achiev ed
a 1 e g a 1 s t a t.u s o f "u n i tar y 11 ,
£ v en t: h o u L h t he l e g a 1
status of tee Duval Count y S c h o ,. l I >is c:ic. t i s ~:urti
tary'', the Task Force on the Fe d~ r al G0 urt Ord e r has
concluded that there are many eie~~ nLs o f a c tual
segregation in the school distr ic t' s p~ e se nt Ces i gn
and operations.
Trends indicate a shift from th2 h igh est l ~vel of
school integration in 1972 towar d a mo r e segregated
system.
The Task Force on the Federal Court Order
has c on c 1 u d e d that there :i s no p l alL Lt the Du v a 1
County School District to guid e che p ~ 0 c ess of school
integration.
A large segment of the general publ ic in Du va l County
perceives the Federal Court Or d~r as a lega l me chanism
which is s t i l l serving a monitoring a n d re g ulatory
function in relation to school system ~ l a nning and
operations.
The Task Force on t he F ede ral Court Order
has concluded that the Federal Cour t Or d e r wa s a legal
mechanism that served to creat e a 11 u n it::::lj 11 s c ho o l
district in Duval County at a poi nt in ti me and even
though the Federal Court still r etain s jurisdiction
_in this case, the Federal Court has no t intervened in
the school district's planning and op e rati o ns with the
exception of:
a)

the required annual report on pup il an d
teacher placement to th e F e d era l Court;

b)

the requirement by Feder a l Cu u rt o i 70 % - 30 %
white to black ratio t e ach e r pl aceme nt; a nd

c)

the requirement for court appro7al of site
selection for new schools .
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CONCLUSIONS

(Cont'd.)

The Task Force on the Federal Court Order has
concluded that the creation of a "unitary"
(integrated) school district was the overriding
purpose of the Federal Court's intervention in
the Duval County School District a nd even though
the Federal Court Order mentioned quality education,
quality and integrated education were never combined
as goals in the Federal Court Order and they should
be ..
That the continuing Federal Court jurisdiction of
the Duval County School District's Desegregation
Case tends to discourage fresh initiatives in
dealing with the changing circumstances within the
school district.
Although the Court has no legal
authority within the present case to reorder its
original Desegregation Plan, its retention of jurisdiction of the case has a "chilling effect" on any
new efforts to address the pre~en~ needs of the
school district with regard to quality-integrated
education.
The Federcl Court Order allowed the Duval County School
District to create Sixth Grade Centers since such an
action was "well vlithin the limits of the [School]
Board's administrative discretion". 20
The Task Force
on the Federal Court Order has concluded that one-grade
schools, as elements of the total school district's
design, are unsound.
It became clear from testimony
from Resource Persons that:
Students need more than one year in a school to
develop identity with their school and its processes,
Extra-curricular activities are difficult due to
transportation barriers _
Parent involvement in the Sixth and Seventh Grade
Centers is inadequate.
Parent-Teacher communication within the present
Sixth and Seventh Grade Centers is irregular and
crisis oriented .
Results of standardized tests at the sixth and
seventh grade levels indicate that educational
achievement is very low ,

20

Federal Court Order:

4598-Civ-J, p ,

20.
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CllNCLUSIONS (Gont'd.)

White f1 ight to p r ivate s d :co l s a<: t:<£;:. ; ;::. :n.:~ b . ~· -2
creates a pupil population -;_ ,, Gi:;~ ,. , ,_,_--.. ' :.:; Cc:~•>: ..: '::·~
\Jhich is rout represer.tativ ~ of t. <· t:uu"i ;;::c•J.l
population.
(white chi l d<:"1 a:.:e ,_:;•.c. l .-".o·~ .:· -::y;:6c: :.: ; ., ~ • .:.;
in Sixth Grade Ce nt. t! rs. )
(Se:.:: Ar,.;~, ,, . ,.; _; ;~_;,
The present pupil transport at ion sy ster.1 >ti.J ::O de~i gned uEder
time pressures of the Federal Cvur:: O:· G;~r '1:·., .i..-r.p L.::me ,,\.. its
plan of sch .:>al integration. Alte rn.Jtives wc·e a o t cat"effuU. y
explored. The Task Force on the Fe£:! 2ru i 1.. 0<J>T .: ;rdc : b:.:n
concluded that the level and sc0pe ~f the ~~~Jelit pup il
transportation system is probably r'ot : : :..~ :e !>::: ..n-y a~:d is t oo
costly.
An approach to the restructuring oi: tt;e sys~:c ,a ~~cuid be t h e
creation of sub-districts to serve ~~ th2 b~~cd~~i~s fo r the
busing of students.
Districts could be designed so th at ~~~ial t~ teg~~ ti ~ ~ cu~lJ
be achieved in each sub-Jistrict and pu pils ~ould net h2~~
to be bussed significantly long di stanc:::s n·:.:;,u UL~ ii· homes.
The committee concludes that six sub--dist~·:.st:> (allowing fo r
separate districts for the Beaches a nd the Daldw~~-West Duval
County area) would be a reasonable and mda~gea~l e number.
The four sub-districts that would servE tn2 Ce ntral County
area to ~e so structLred as to r ~ tle ct che de ~ires of t h~
Court and the Community for a unitar y '-'aLty-ir:t l::g::r.Jt ed syst,•m
with a minimum of busing.
Parent Involvement: The Task Force on tLe F;:;de ~·al Ccu'i' t Ord ,· r
has concluded that parent involveme iit is o;:.;: 1::..:: } tc qua lityintegrated education:
The Feder a 1 Court Ordered Desegre )..•,dt io.: F L m h~d t he
effect oi removing parents great dis- t .,;~J:: e:; fli.·m,, th~
school to where their children w"'re t r-...t:H:ifiOl."'t ;ed.
Parent involvement receives unever. s -...:L..;al S]Ctem aoild
local school support.
Parent involvement requires pla nning& It does n o~
just 'happen'. This is especi ally tr ~c wt~n n~ny
children are bussed from their n.zit;~. L:;>:i;o :.; <l;;;,
Personnel: The Task Force ou the Fede ;cul C~l::::::. L;_·J..: :.: ha:.;
concluded that competent teachers and pii."ii:..:..'. ,-.:~~; .'.iind
instructional staff are one key to quali ty- .· ·i.: ~:"~'· .... ;:~;1
education.

-18CONCLUSIONS (Cont'd.)
Teacher transfers, recruitment, and hiring have been
affected by the Federal Court Order significantly.
Many princ-ipals f-ind i-t -very -difficu-lt t-e- maini:ain a
racially balanced, and well motivated staff which have
the instructional qualifications they seek.
Discipline: Discipline is a problem which is still significant in the Duval County School System:
Records on student discipline are not available for
the years preceding 1971. However, resource persons
indicated to the Task Force their perception that
discipline problems significantly increased as a
result of the Federal Court's intervention.
The philosophy of the recently initiated in-school
suspension program is a step in the right direction
and can become more effective it addresses the
reasons for student suspensions.
The number of suspensions is still too high:
(1974-75: 7,858 suspensions; 1975-76: 8,451 suspensions).
The Task Force on the Federal Court Order concludes that the problems
confronting Jacksonville/Duval County related to the achievement of
quality-integrated education can be summarized as:
an absence of clearly articulate purposes and goals for
quality-integrated education;
the absence of a common understanding of the purposes and
objectives of quality-integrated education;
the absence of comprehensive information with which to
combat racial stereotyping;
the _lack of support for quality-integrated education
among certain community groups;
the erosion of past desegregation progress by direct
and indirect action of the School Board;
the tendency of special purpose schools and programs to
lead to resegregation;
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the need to allocate funds to S'.ljsidi.2.e
integrated education planning;

qu.c~.i.it:T~

the need for means to educa. te coilllli:mi.t.:y t:,i:'ut~p s us t o
their r oles (especially Local Scl:ool Ad l isory Cor.<··
mittees) and the approaches availabl'2 to th::.n :i.n t he
process of developing quali t ;-bttegratcJ e~~cation ;
the problems that arise over t he r eassig11ment of
teachers; and
the need to identify quality-integrated ed~cat ional
requirements in terms of p ersonnel~ sys t c.::lu a es ign ,
curriculum, in-service training and f i nuncial methocis.
Finally, the issues related to the provision of quality-integrated education
in the Duval County School District will need to be addressed both
individually and collectively. The resolution of t his hiEri:ori cal d ilemma
must be addressed systematically and programma t i ::;:tlly. Trl·s·.:-e nee:ds to be a
new and creative thrust initiated by the School Di stric t and communi ty. The
recommendation of the Task Force on the Feder al Court Order is made vlith the
hope that the issue can be addressed without t he liabilities of the past but
with the assets of a new beginning.
RECOMMENDATIONS:
The Task Force on the Federal Court Order makes the f o l l m1ing r ecommendation:
That the Duval County School Board i ni tiate the cievel::~pment
of a NEW PLAN of school desegregation fc,y the Iic::,-al County
School District to insure that the educati.,Jncl .::yst er.1 in
Duval County will better provide a quc.lity-integ!:'ated educa-·
tion for all of its pupils.
We further recommend that the NEW
1.

PL&~:

Create six (6) Sub-districts which 'N'ill se:rve as
boundaries f or the busing of students . Wi thi n the
Sub-districts:
(a)

School attendance areas should be r edesi gned
so that no student attends school cut of t he
boundaries of the Sub-distric t ;

(b)

School attendance areas should be created
to achieve pupil integra tion fur each Subdistrict .

-202.

Eliminate single grade schools and incorporate them
into either elementary schools, middle schGols, and/
or junior high schools.

3.

Provide a black/white teacher and staff ratio which
is comparable to the black/white pupil ratio in each
school.

4.

Provide for an appropriate governance mechanism at
the Sub-district level to deal with local school
problems so that policy and administrative concerns
can adequately flow between the local school level
and the district level.

We finally recommend that the Duval County School Board develop the NEW
PLAN with the broadest community input possible to achieve those goals
and objectives which foster quality-integrated education.
This recommendation is made with the belief that:
a renewed effort will recreate purposes and goals for
quality-integrated education;
community support for quality-integrated education can
be more adequately demonstrated;
the School Board can provide better leadership;
priorities of need will more often receive priorities
of funding;
communication problems will be more manageable;
the scale and level of busing will be reduced effecting
a saving in transportation costs, a reduction in the time
students will spend in transit to and from school, and a
more flexible class scheduling capacity by the school
district;
a higher level of parental involvement; and
a better balance between integration and neighborhood
schools.
This recommendation is made with the hope that:
without the constraint of impending Federal Court Action
a NEW PLAN can be developed which will eliminate cross
county busing;
do away with single grade schools;

.~

-20aRECOMMENDATIONS (Cont'dv)
achieve the highest level of integration possible
without cross county busing and single grade schools;
allow the Duval County School District to focus on
the ingredient of quality ia a better designed,
i~tegrated school system; and
increase parental involvement.

APPENDIX A
Motion for Further Relief
And Temporary Restraining
Order - Case No. 4598-Civ-J-T
Defendants Response to Plaintiffs'
Motion for Further Relief And
Temporary Restraining Order Case No. 4598-Civ-J-T
Defendants' Motion to Amend
Their Response to Plaintiffs'
Motion for Further Relief And
Temporary Restraining Order Case No. 4598-Civ-J-T

-21UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
~HOOLE DISTRICT OF FLORIDA
JACKSONVILLE DIVISION
ALTA OVETA MIMS, et al.
Plaintiffs

v.

X
X
X

CASE NO. 4598-C!v-j-T

THE DUVAL COUNTY SCHOOL BOARD X
a body coporate, et al. ,
X
defendants.
X
MOTION FOR FURTHER RELIEF
AND TEMPORARY RESTRAINING ORDER
Come now the plaintiffs and move this Court to grant·plaintiffs further
relief from defendants' failure to comply with this Court's Memorandum
opinion and Final Judgment dated June 23, 1971. Plaintiffs further move this
Court to order defendants to show cause why they should not be held in contempt of Court for willfully violating said order.
Moreover, plaintiffs pray that this Court wili hereby grant unto them
a temporary restraining order preventing certain immediate irreparable harm.
inju.r:y and damage as a result of defendants' willful and continuing violation of
said order as more particularly described below.
Plaintiffs would move this Honorable Court based on information and belief
to ~how that defendants have violated this Court's order in the following
respects, .but not 1 imi ted thereto:
1.
Defendants have failed to desegregate the faculty and other staff
so that the ratio of Negro to white teachers in each school would reflect the
ratio of the Negro to white teachers in the system as a whole.
2.
Defendants have failed to establish and maintain student attendance
plans so as to merge the student bodies into a unitary system by the start
of the Fall, 1970 school term in that:
(a) Defendants have failed to satisfactorily desegregate every elementary school in the system by the technique of clustering to assure that each
elementary school would have a student body with 24%-34% Negroes.
' (b) Forest Park Elementary School (#104) was ordered closed in 1971.
Defendants have ignored said order and are operating and maintaining this
facility for educating special ed.u cation students and plaintiffs believe
defendants are also preparing to educate headstart students therein. Defendants are pursuing rhe above without having obtained prior Court ·approval and
are doing so in the same aesthetically obnoxious environment that existed in
1971 which led to this Court's order to close Forest Park Elementary School
in the first instance. Plaintiffs will suffer immediate irreparable harm,
injury and damage unless defendants are immediately restrained from using this
facility for the stated educational purposes~
(c) Defendants have failed to integrate (or desegregate) the student
body at Stanton High School and concentrate its vocational training there by
drawing students of both races from all over the country.

-22(d) Defendants are effectively maintain.i.nq one t·.;::::e schoo_s for all
intents and purposes and their racial composition is t.he :.::esult of present and
past discriminat~ry action.
(e) Defendants have failed to desegregate Haines High School (#165)
and Ribault High School (#96) as ordered so that tha black attendance ratio of
stucents to the white attendance ratio of students is 59\ and 57\ respectively.
(f) Defen<hnts have failed to convert Grand Park Ele..'llentary School (#14)
to an Excepticnal Child Education Cent er as ordered. (this has been
accomplished during the 1976-77 schoo l year ) .
(g) Defendants have failed to implement their own plan to cluster and
pair elementary schools, junicr high schools and high school to obtain the
respectively designated black student enrollments as ordered .
(h) Defendants are maintaining a policy and procedure .for busing
black and white students which places an unconscionable, if not unconstitutional,
burden on black students, black faculty and staff.
WHEREFORE, for the above stated reasons among others, plaintiffs pray that
they be granted further relief and that defendants be order to show cause why
they should not be held in contempt of Court for violating this Court's order
of June 23, 1971 and upon their failure to show cause that this Court irranediately
issue its Temporary Restraining Order enjoining defendants from further willful
and continued violation ·of its order.
Plain~iffs further pray that this Court will grant unto them any and all
such additional relief as the law and justice may require.

Moreover, plaintiffs pray that defendants be required to compile and
submit reports now requested according to this Court's orders with such infor.m ation including all students, all faculty and staff' in the Duval County School
System including students, faculty and staff in Kindergarten, special education
programs, exceptional education programs, alternative programs, Young Parents,
Art, P.E., Music and Reading Resource, Bible - Foreign Language, ITV, Surplus,
Transitional Class, etc.
Respectfully Submitted,
COUNSEL OF RECORD:
Jack.Greenberg
10 Columbus Circle,
New York, N.Y., 10019

C E R T I F I C A T E

JACKSON

&

MICKS

By
DEITRA MICKS
Attorney for Plaintiffs
410 Broad Street, Suite #208
Jacksonville, Florida 32202
0 F

SERVICE

I DO CERTIFY that a copy of the foregoing Motion has been furnished
to Frederick J. Simpson, Esquire, and Donald R. Haxouri, Esquire, Office
of Generil Counsel, City Hall, 13th Floor, Jacksonville, Florida 32202 by
hand this .!!!!! day of November·, 1975.

Attorney
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MIDDLE DISTRICT OF FLORIDA
JACKSONVILLE DIVISION
ALTA OVETA MIMS, et al . ,
Plaintiffs
vs.
THE DUVAL COUNTY SCHOOL BOARD
a body corporate, et al . ,
Defendants
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CASE NO. 4598-Civ-J-T

DEFENDANTS' RESPONSE TO PLAINTIFFS'
MOTION FOR FURTHER RELIEF AND TEMPORARY RESTRAINING
ORDER; MOTION TO APPROVE SITES FOR THE
CONSTRUCTION OF THREE ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS AND
MOTION TO CONSOLIDATE HEARINGS AND
RELINQUISH JURISDICTION
I.

RESPONSE TO MOTION FOR FURTHER RELIEF AND TEMPORARY
RESTRAINING ORDER

and

. Defendants respond to plaintiffs' Motion for Further Relief
~emporary Restraining Order and say:

1.
With the exception of paragraph 2(b) of said motion,
defendants deny each and every allegation and demand strict proof
thereof.
2.
With respect to paragraph 2(b) of said motion, plaintiffs
orally agreed to the limited use of the Forest Park Elementary
School as a site for the forty-four students in the Emotionally
Disturbed Youth Program for the school year 1974-75 and in order
to keep the children in school that said children be placed there
prior to obtaining Court approval.
The necessary motion to obtain
Court approval was not filed until the 25th of September, 1975,
which said motion is now pending.
Defendants otherwise deny the
allegations of said paragraph.
(See Section II of this response.)
3.
Defendants affirmatively state that they have complied
with the Memorandum Opinion and Final Judgment dated the 23rd day
of June, 1971, in this cause within the intent and meaning thereof.

II.
MOTION TO CONSOLIDATE HEARINGS
Defendants move to consolidate for hearing its pending Amended
Motion for Approval of Utilization of Former Forest Park Elementary
School to House Program for Emotionally Disturbed Youth with the
hearing to be scheduled in these proceedings.

-24III.
MOTION TO APPROVE SITES FOR THREE
NEW ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS
Defendant, Duval County School Board, moves the Court to
approve the sites for the location of three new elementary schools
designated as School Nos. 256, 239 and 255 and for support thereof,
shows:

1.
Three elementary schools in the Arlington area, three
elementary schools in the Southside Estates area and East thereof,
and four elementary schools in the Southwest section of Duval County,
Florida are overcrowded.
2.
The Duval County School Board is currently leasing facilicies to accomodate overcrowded schools in the three areas mentioned
above.
3.
Construction of these three schools has been recommended
by the Survey Section of the State Department of Education, Tallahassee, Florida, and when completed, the schools will relieve the
foregoing described conditions.

4. · Commencing November 17, 1975, said Survey Section began its
new survey for defendant's school district which survey will not be
final and complete for approximately six months.
Any order approving
the hereinafter described sites should contain a provision that
approval by the Court is conditioned on approval of the sites in said
survey and by the State Department of Education.
5.
The three proposed schools will be populated so as to be
consistent with the 1971 desegregation order entered herein.

6.
Staffing at the three proposed schools shall reflect the
same racial ratio as the public school population of Duval County.
Employment of staff shall be on a nondiscriminatory basis _with respect
to race, creed, color or sex.

7.
The hereinafter described sites do not alter the desegregation plan establishing a unitary system set forth in the Memorandum
Opinion and Final Judgment entered herein on the 23rd day of June, 1971.
8.
Each such elementary school shall be located on the property
described in Exhibit A which is attached hereto and made a part hereof.
IV.
MOTION TO RELINQUISH JURISDICTION
Upon the conclusion of these proceedings, defendants move the
Court to relinquish jurisdiction of this cause on the following
grounds:

-251.
This Court by its Memorandum Opinion and Final Judgment
dated June 23, 1971, judicially declared th~t the defendants'
system was integrated and was a unitary school system.
2.
That within the intent and meaning of said Memorandum
Opinion dated June 23, 1971, the Duval County school system is
a unitary school system.
3.
The object of the original complaint filed herein was
to establish a unitary system of education in Duval County and
that object has in law and in fact been accomplished.
WHEREFORE, defendants move the Court for an

or~er

as follows:

1.
Denying plaintiffs' Motion for Further Relief and
Temporary Restraining Order;
2.
Consolidating for hearing and granting Defendants'
Amended Motion for Approval of Utilization of Former Forest Park
Elementary School to House Program for Emotionally Disturbed Youth;
3.
Approving the construction of the foregoing elementary
schools on the foregoing described sites, subject to the approval
of the State Department of Education;
4.
Relinquishing jurisdiction and declaring this litigation
at an end.

HARRY L. SHORSTEIN
General Counsel
City of Jacksonville
/S/ Frederick J. Simpson
FREDERICK J. SIMPSON
Assistant Counsel
1300 City Hall
Jacksonville, Florida 32202
Attorneys for Defendant Duval
County School Board

Certificate of Service
I HEREBY CERTIFY that a copy of the foregoing Motions has
been furnished to Deitra Micks, Jackson & Micks, 410 Broad Street,
Suite #208, Jacksonville, Florida 32202, by hand, and Jack
Greenberg, Esquire, 10 Columbus Circle, New York, New York 10019,
by U. S. Mail, this 24th day of November, 1975.
/S/ Frederick J. Simpson
ATTORNEY
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CASE NO. 4598-Civ-J-T

DEFENDANTS' MOTION TO WITHDRAW SECTION III AND
PARAGRAPH 3 OF DEFENDANTS' PRAYER FOR RELIEF
CONTAINED IN DEFENDANTS' PLEADING ENTITLED
"DEFENDANTS' RESPONSE TO PLAINTIFFS' MOTION
FOR FURTHER RELIEF AND TEMPORARY RESTRAINING
ORDER: MOTION TO APPROVE SITES FOR THE CONSTRUCTION OF THREE ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS AND
MOTION TO CONSOLIDATE HEARINGS AND RELINQUISH
JURISDICTION''
Defendant Duval County School Board withdraws Section III
and Paragraph 3 of the prayer for relief contained in defendants'
pleading entitled "Defendants' Response to Plaintiffs' Motion for
Further Relief And Temporary Restraining Order; Motion to Approve
Sites for the Construction of Three Elementary Schools and Motion
to Consolidate Hearings and Relinquish Jurisdiction" dated the
24th day of November, 1975, in order that the issues created by
plaintiffs' "Motion for Further Relief and Temporary Restraining
Order" and defendants' response thereto could be placed on the
calendar for final hearing at an earlier time inasmuch as the
scope and length of the final hearing would be substantially reduced.
/S/ Frederick J. Simpson
FREDERICK J. SIMPSON
Acting General Counsel
City of Jacksonville
One of the Attorneys for
Defendant Duval County
School Board 1300 City Hall
Jacksonville, Florida 32202
Certificate of Service
I HEREBY CERTIFY that a copy of the foregoing Motion has been
furnished to Jackson & Micks, 410 Broad Street, Suite 208, Jacksonville,
Florida 32202, and Jack Greenberg, Esquire, 10 Columbus Circle, New
York, New York 10019, by U. S. Mail, this 23rd day of February, 1976.
/S/ Frederick J. Simpson
ATTORNEY

APPENDIX B
Percentage of Non-White Elementary
School Students in the Duval County
School District by Federal Court
Cluster, By School, By Year
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-27PERCENT OF NON-WIIITE ELEMENTARY SCli<XH.
BY CLUSTER, BY SCHOOL, AND BY YEAR

.

STUDENT~;

(These charts were referr~d to <.L~ [Gn>Up A]
under the School Board's Plan)

CWS'l'ER 1

34\

71/72
57
61
56
59
32
l

School

6
24
73
*148
(8)
(94)

72/73

73/7-1

44
31
39
38
41
15

41
32
41
34
46
14

72/73

73/74

53
43
41
28
19

55
40
43
25
19

74/75
43
36
47
32
49
12

75/76

76/77

50
38
49
33
55
10

53
45
59
35
58
11

75/76

76/77

.

,-

CLUSTER 2

'

30\

71 / 72
57
66
26
2
0

70
*106
(11)
(13)
(242)

74/75
63
41
56
27
1';)

70
42
67
ll

18

71
47
70
28
17

.
CLUSTER 3

26\

71/7'2
39
66
1

21
*143
(204)

72/73
34
39
32

73/74
22
38
28

74/75
37
35
27

75/76
34
34
26

76/77
36
41
30

·-~WSTER

.

4

34%

71/72
39
35
39
31

10
79
93
202

--72/73
48
29
39
26

...

73/74
44
33
50
27

74/75
51
37
56
26

75/76
53
39
54
26

76/77
59
40
60
24

-~LUSTER

5

*169
220
(37)
(78)
(91)
(205)

NOTES:

34\

71/72
76
78
0
2
64
l

72/73
49
73
25
25
87
21

73/74
52
82
24
25
96
21

74/75

75/76

76/77

51
86
26
23
98
23

57
91
26
27
98
25

61
94
26
30
99
33

Schools with a ( ) around the number were not in the cluster durinq the
1971-1972 school year.
The percentage figure is that percentage of non-white students anticipated
bv the Federal Court,

-

-28CLUSTER 6 I 30%
23
74
*124
(61)
(218)

CLUSTER 7 I 32%
71
83
*159

CLUSTER 8 I 25%
(45)
(59)
* (95)
(99)
(250)

71/72
' 65

72/73

63
69

52
43
43

0

33

3

37

71172

72173

34
35
40

36
31
33

71172

72173

2
1
90
0
1

22
37
33
29
41

73174

74175

60
49
43
35
38

62
55
48

73/74
35
26
30

29

38

74/75

75176
64
62
45
29
38

75176

32
30

31

28

25

13114

74/75

22
37
38
29
47

39
38
31
44

20

21

75176
21
39
32
31
45

76177
67
63
50
29
40

'76/77
32
20
26

76/17
22
39

39
33
48

The following clusters were referred to as "Group B" under
the School Board's Plan.
CLUSTER 9 I 24%
87
203

CLUSTER 10 I 25%
48
51

CLUSTER 11 I 33%
12
16
18
20

*

71172
10
1

71/72
5

5

71172
23
32
30
27

Sixth Grade Centers.
Indicates
I

72173
30
21

12113
32
19

72/73
22
28
27
32

73/74
31
21

74175

75176

31
23

28
25

73/74

14175

75/76

27
17

29
16

73174
21
18
25
24

27
17

76/77
26
33

76177
26
16

74175

75176

76177

25
27
19
27

25
19
26
22

26
24
36
20

-29CLUSTER 12

I 30t

89
*128
*162
206
208
228
233

71/72
3
100
100
1
3
3
4

72/73
33
40
49
27
23
29
28

73174
31
28
35
25
23
32
30

74/75

75/76

33
31
37
22
22
28
27

32
27
30
23
24
27
26

76/77
33
31
34
23
25
27
24
"

CLUSTER 13 I 34%

71172

72173

73/74

74175

75/76

27
24
25

25
23
24

76177
~

57
68
98

CLUSTER 14 131%
30
72
222
230

CLUSTER 15 131%

r--

19
77
84
88
*157
214
234

CLUSTER 16 I 35%
64
76
82
*158

CLUSTER 17 I 34%
85
*163
215
235

27
28
27

71172
32
31
28
31

71/72
9
2
0
2
100
14
2

71/72
0
0
5
99

71172
1
100
1
2

* Indicates Sixth Grade Centers

24
30
27

72/73
32
35
23
25

72173
40
41
38
31
44
33
40

72173
26
37
32
46

72173
37
41
36
33

24
34
27

73174
30
38
26
22

73174
34
40
35
32
43
32
39

73174
22
39
35
48

73174
39
40
35
31

74175

75176

28
39
28
19

27
42
26
14

74175

75/76

35
35
34
32
44
29
27

34
35
37
25
44
35
34

74175

75176

20
42
31
38

19
44
34
39

74175

75176

35
32
33
29

36
35
33
26

25
21
27

76/77
24
49
20
15

76177
35
30
41
27
44
35
35

76177
20
49
31
40

76117
35
39
37
22

I

-30CLUSTER 18 1 · 33\
97
*166
221
243

CLUSTER 19 I 34%
116
*149
210
229

CLUSTER 20 I 15%
65
80
*144
225
227

CLUSTER 21 / 34%
46
209
240

71/72

72/73

l

34

99
1

41
24
29

8

71/72
13
100
9
1

71/7 2

12
13
13
16
22

71/72

34
32
41

* Indicates Sixth Grade Centers

72/73
27
37
36
30

72/73
12
13
14
1.3

18

72/73
38
30
40

73/74

74/75

31
36

27
35
15
32

20
30

73/74
27
29
37
31

31
31
14
35

74/75

75/76

76177

19
31
39
30

22
29
36
27

24
30
39
23

74175

12
12
13
11
16

13
11
13
11
16

30
24
32

76177

28
37
14
37

73/74

73174

75176

74/75
34
21
25

75 76
14
13
13
11
17

75/76
31
19
25

76/77
16
14
14
10
16

76177
33
18
23

APPENDIX C
Percentage Range of Non-White
Junior High School Students in
the Duval County School District
By Federal Court Cluster, By
School, And By Year
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PERCENT OF NON-WHITE JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL STUDENTS
BY CLUSTER, BY SCHOOL, AND BY SCHOOL YEAR

LUSTER 1/26%-28%

20
20

213
238

LUSTER 2/28%-29%
152
69
219

168
207
216

146
66
211

NOTE:

1974-75

1975-76

1976 - 77

18
21

13
16

13
12

12
13

15
15

1973-74

1 974-75

1975-76

100

40
27
30

39
26
31

32
27
30

35
22
(29)

19 74-75

1975-76

1971-72

1972-73

1973-74

100

38
(32)
29

48
31
35

40
29
(33)

36
30
(32)

1973-74

1974-75

1975-76

1971-72

1972-73

69

29
19
24

5
0

LUSTER 5/26%-30%

1973-74

1972-73

6
4

LUSTER 4/21%-23%

1972-73

1971-72

0
1

CLUSTER 3/32%-34%

212
244

1971-72

1971-72
71
19

1972-73
51
31

31
18
24

29
19
24

29
19
26

1973-74

1974-75

1975-76

59
35

62
37

.

1976 -77
32
20
27

1976- 77
35
28
(3 2)

1976- 77
31
18
29

1976-7 7

62
35

The Court found the remainder of the Junior High Schools integrated
and did not cluster them.

63
37

i
!,

APPENDIX D
Pupil Population Data
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AP?ENDIX D
The data in this attachment shows Pupil Population for 1971
through 1976 for grades 5 - 8.
Further, the Pupil Population data for these years and grades
are examined to determine pupil losses and gains.
Significant
losses in white pupils occur between grade 5 and grade 6.
This loss is reversed after grade 6.
The white loss at the
end of grade 5 is greater than the total pupil loss for every
year examined.
Another significant trend is black pupil loss
for each year examined except for 1976.
This
to black children dropping out of school when
the age beyond which compulsory attendance is

after grade 7 .
is probably due
they reach 16,
required.

This data was developed from pupil me mbership data which was
collected by the Duval County School System in September or
October of each year for a report to the Federal Court.

Chart I

•••%•

Pupil Population: by year, by race, by
grade, for selected years.
This data shows the pupil population
trends by race for grades 5 - 8 for the
years 1971 - 1976.

Chart II •••• Student Gain/Loss Data:
1976 for grades 5 - 8.

by year for 1971-

This data shows the actual gain or loss
of pupil population by race, for grades
5 - 8 for the years 1971-1976.
Chart III ·-· School System population by year: 19711972 through 1976 - 1977.

Cha:..t I

-33-

PUPIL POPULATION BY YEAR, BY GRADE
FOR SELECTED YEARS AND GRADES

YEAR
GRADE
WHITE
NON-WHITE
TOTAL

GRADE
WHITE
NON-WHITE
TOTAL

GRADE
WHITE
NON-WHITE
TOTAL

GRADE
WHITE
NON-WHITE
TOTAL

1976

1975

1974

-

1 973

5

5

5

5

5,212
2,437
7,649

5,641
2,652
8,293

6,340
2,795
9,135

6,307
2£821
9 , 128

6

6

6

4,667
2,682
7,349

5,370
2,804
8,174

7

~='1972

1971

5

5

6,484
,964
9,448

6,838
9,889

6

6

6

5,304
2,827
8,131

5,209
2,988
8,197

4,961
3,162
8,123

6,409
2,976
9,385

7

7

7

7

7

5,702
2,962
8,664

5,802
2,972
8, 774

5,809
3,050
8,859

5,694
3,377
9,071

5,929
3,139
9,068

6,674
3 ,252
9,926

8

8

8

8

8

8

6,194
3,036
9,230

6,451
3,045
9,496

6,537
3,179
9,716

6, 54 7
3,138
9,685

6,620
3,168
9,788

6,981
3,095
10 ,oi6

~

3,og_

-·

Chart II
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s•.:tJDEN'r . G~~ IN)Lo~ :·.i

Grade

......

Year
1971-19/2

Total
Ga.i.n/Loss
~· 1

9,889

White
Gain/Loss

I

-8
Non-White
Gain/Loss

-1,877

+lll

-317

-480

+163

-138

-54

-84

1766

_s:I23!

6
9,385

6
--~7

--,.~

9 r 06~

9 ,9~i)

7

-

DATA 1971-1972; Grades 5

8

=

~

,_

STUDf:NT GAIN/LOSS DA'!'A 1972-1973; Grades 5 - 8;
Grade

I

5

Total

Year
1972-19'13

White
Gain/Loss

Non-White
Gain/Loss

-1,251

-1,275

+24

+948

+733

+215

+617

+618

-1

Ga~n/Loss

9,448

I

8,1971

6

6
7

8,123

'r--7

9 068

9~07I}
9,6851

8

-STUDBNT GAIN/LOSS DA'l'A Ei73-74; Grades 5 - 8
Grade

Year
1973-1974

--·
5

9,128

7
8

White
Gain/Loss

Non-White
Gain/Loss

-997

-1,003

+6

+662

+600

+62

+645

+843

-198

8,1311

6
6
7

Total
Gain/Loss

8,197
8,8591

'

9,071
9, 7161

-35Chart II (Cont' d

~ ·

STUDENT GAIN/LOSS DATA 1974-75; Grades 5 - 8
Grade

5

Year
1974-1975
9,135

81131

7
7
8

White
Gain/Loss

Non-White
Gain/ Loss

-961

-970

+9

+643

+498

+145

+637

+642

-5

8,1741

6
6

Tctal
Gain/Loss

--

8, 7741
8,859

.

9 4961

STUDENT GAIN/LOSS DATA 1975-1976; Grades 5 - 8
Grade

5

Year
1975-1976
8,293

6
6

8

-944
1 ,349

+490
81664

Non-White
Gain/Loss

-974

+30

.

+332

+158

+392

+64

1

a, 774

+456
9,230

White
Gain/Loss

1

81174

7
7

Total
Gain/Loss

I

CHART III - School System Population
1971-72 through 1976-77

..
School
Year

# White

% Non-White

# Non-White

TOTAL

SECONDARY (Grades 7-12)

ELEMENTARY (Grades K-6)

# White # Non-White % Non-White

% Non-White

All Students

'

1971-72

39,491

18,348

46

39,889

16,317

40

114,045

30

1972-73

35,851

17,709

49

37,434

16,898

45

107,856

32

1973-74

34,755

16,661

47

36,080

17,105

47

104,601

32

,.

1974-75

34,190

1~,151

47

35,818

16,785

46

102,944

1975-76

33,211

15,765

47

36,157

16,895

46

102,028

1976-77

32,214

15,614

48
t

35,169

16,948

I
I

I

48

I

I

w

99,945

I

31

I

32_j
32
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